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NOTICES 


FEDERAL  ENERGY  ADMINISTRATION 
ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intent  To  Issue  Construction  Orders  to  Certain  Major  Fuel  Burning  Installations 

Hie  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  Intention 
to  issue  Construction  Orders  pursuant  to  Section  2(c)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and 
Environmental  Coordination  Act  of  1974,  as  amended  (ESECA),  and  Title  10, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CFR) ,  Parts  303  and  307  to  the  following  installa¬ 
tions  in  the  early  planning  process : 


Docket  No. 


Number 
of  units 


I  vocation 


OCU-7410-3-1 

OCU-7410-3-2 

OCU-3990-1-1 

OCU-6650-5-1 

OCU-6650-S-2 

OCU-1300-1-1 

ocu-7oeo-i-i 

OCU-4210-1-1 
OC  U  -4920-1-1 
OCU-4920-1-2 
OCU-4920-1-3 
OCU-3280-1-1 


...  Fairfield. 


United  States  Steel  Corp. 

International  Paper  Co .  Georgetown  mill - 

Shell  Oil  Co . . . . Mobile  chemical  plant _ 

Goodyear  Tire  *  Rubber  Co . Goodyear  Gadsden  plant.. 

J.  P.  Stevens  &  Co.,  Inc . -  Delta  3 - - - 

Kimberly-Clark  Corp _  Memphis  mill - 

Philip  Morris,  Inc. /Miller  Brew  Eden  plant.. . . 

ing  Co.  — 

Louisville  plant . 


B.  F.  Goodrich  Co./B.  F.  Good 
rich  Chemical  Co. 

OCU-2820-1-1  Federal  Paper  Board  Co.,  Inc _  Rieglewood  operations. 


2  Fairfield,  Ala. 

1  Georgetown,  8.C. 

2  Mobile,  Ala. 

1  Gadsden,  Ala. 

I  Wallace,  8.C. 

1  Memphis.  Tenn. 

3  Eden,  N.C. 


1  Louisville,  Ky. 

1  Rieglewood,  N.C. 


FEA  hereby  also  gives  ’  otice  of  the 
opportunity  for  written  and  oral  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  these  pro¬ 
posed  Construction  Orders. 

The  proposed  orders  would  require  the 
above-named  installations  in  the  early 
planning  process  to  be  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  to  be  capable  of  using  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  Construction 
Order  to  an  installation,  Section  2(c)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.46(b),  307.3,  and 
307.3(c)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the 
installation  is  in  the  early  planning 
process.  They  also  prohibit  FEA  from 
issuing  a  Construction  Order  if  FEA 
finds  that  an  adequate  and  reliable  sup¬ 
ply  of  coal  and  coal  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  are  not  reasonably  expected  to 
be  available.  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as 
well  as  its  proposed  conclusions  and  ra¬ 
tionale  with  respect  to  these  findings,  for 
the  powerplant  are  set  out  in  Section  I 
of  the  Appendix  to  the  notice.  These 
findings,  conclusions  and  rationale  may 
be  amended  as  a  result  of  comments  re¬ 
ceived  by  FEA  pursuant  to  this  notice 
and  other  information  available  to  FEA. 
Hie  findings,  conclusions  and  rationale 
will  be  included,  with  any  amendments, 
in  the  Construction  Order  if  it  is  issued. 

In  addition,  Section  2(c)  of  ESECA 
and  10  CFR  303.46(b),  307.3(d)  require 
that  FEA  consider  certain  other  factors 
prior  to  issuance  of  a  Construction  Or¬ 
der.  FEA’s  initial  conclusions  and  a  brief 
statement  of  the  rationale  for  each,  with 
respect  to  such  considerations,  are  set 
out  in  Section  n  of  the  Appendix  to  this 
notice.  The  conclusions  and  rationale 
may  be  amended  as  a  result  of  comments 
received  by  FEA  pursuant  to  this  notice 
and  other  information  available  to  FEA. 
Hie  conclusions  and  rationale  will  be  in¬ 
cluded,  with  any  amendments,  in  the 
Construction  Order  if  it  is  issued. 

Upon  completion  of  the  proceeding 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  Construction  Orders  to 
some  or  all  of  the  above-named  instal¬ 
lations.  The  Construction  Orders  win  not 
become  effective,  however,  until  FEA  has 


considered  the  environmental  impact  of 
each  order,  pursuant  to  10  CFR  208.3(a) 
(4)  and  307.7,  and  has  served  the  af¬ 
fected  installation  with  a  Notice  of  Ef¬ 
fectiveness,  as  provided  in  10  CFR  303.- 
10(b) ,  303.47(b) ,  and  307.5.  10  CFR  307.7 
(c)  requires  that,  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to  an  installa¬ 
tion,  FEA  shall  perform  an  analysis  of 
the  environmental  impact  of  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  such  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 
That  analysis  shall  result  in  either  (D 
a  declaration  that  the  Construction  Or¬ 
der  will  not,  if  made  effective  by  a  No¬ 
tice  of  Effectiveness,  be  likely  to  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment;  or-,  (2)  the  prep¬ 
aration  by  FEA  of  an  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statement  covering  the  significant 
site-specific  impacts  that  are  likely  to 
result  from  the  Construction  Order  and 
that  have  not  been  adequately  addressed 
in  the  Final  Programmatic  Environmen¬ 
tal  Impact  Statement  or  in  other  official 
documents  made  publicly  available.  If 
FEA  prepares  an  environmental  Impact 
statement  covering  significant  site-spe¬ 
cific  impacts  from  the  Construction  Or¬ 
der,  the  statement  shall  be  prepared  and 
published  for  comment  in  accordance 
with  Section  102(2)  (c)  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 
Interested  persons  may  request  a  public 
hearing  pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  to 
comment  on  the  contents  of  a  draft  en¬ 
vironmental  Impact  statement. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposal  to  is¬ 
sue  a  Construction  Order  to  the  instal¬ 
lations  listed  above  is  Invited  In  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views  and  arguments. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the 
adequacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the 
proposed  findings  and  the  conclusions 
and  rationale  in  support  of  these  find¬ 
ings,  as  well  as  the  conclusions  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  other  factors  FEA  must  con¬ 
sider  and  rationale  In  support  of  these 
conclusions,  (2)  the  environmental  Im¬ 
pact  of  the  Issuance  of  making  effective 
a  Construction  Order,  Including  any  site 
specific  environmental  Impacts,  and  (3) 


any  other  aspects  or  impacts  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Construction  Order,  believed  to  be 
relevant. 

Any  installation  issued  a  Construction 
Order  will  have  to  comply  with  appli¬ 
cable  new  source  performance  standards 
prescribed  by  the  Environmental  Protec¬ 
tion  Agency  under  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.). 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  (a)  and 
(d) ,  FEA  hereby  announces  that  a  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  to  receive  oral  presentation 
of  data,  views  and  arguments  from  in¬ 
terested  persons  will  be  held  beginning  at 
9  am.  on  May  26  and  27,  1977,  at  the 
Atlanta  Civic  Center,  Room  104,  395 
Piedmont  Avenue  NE.,  Atlanta,  Georgia 
30308.  Any  person  who  has  an  interest  in 
the  subject  of  the  hearing,  may  make  a 
written  request  or  a  verbal  request  if  con¬ 
firmed  in  writing,  for  an  opportunity  to 
make  an  oral  presentation.  That  request 
should  be  directed  to  Warren  Zum,  FEA 
Region  IV,  1655  Peachtree  Street  NE.,  At¬ 
lanta,  Georgia  30309,  405-881-4463.  The 
request  should  be  received  before  4:30 
p.m.,  Friday  May  20,  1977.  The  request 
should  describe  the  person’s  interest  in 
the  issue(s)  Involved;  if  appropriate,  it 
should  state  why  the  person  is  an  appro¬ 
priate  representative  of  the  group  or  class 
of  persons  which  has  such  an  interest;  it 
should  give  a  concise  summary  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  oral  presentation  and  a  phone 
number  where  the  person  may  be  con¬ 
tacted  through  May  25,  1977.  Speakers 
should  submit  10  copies  of  their  oral  pres¬ 
entation  if  possible,  unless  such  presen¬ 
tation  is  less  than  five  (5)  pages,  in 
which  case  only  one  copy  is  required  to 
Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator, 
Federal  Energy  Administration,  1655 
Peachtree  Street  NE.,  Atlanta,  Georgia 
30309,  before  4:30  p.m.,  Wednesday  May 
25, 1977.  Speakers  will  be  contacted  by  an 
FEA  representative  before  4:30  p.m„ 
Monday,  May  23,  1977,  to  confirm  re¬ 
ceipt  of  the  written  request. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and  ar¬ 
guments  should  be  contained  In  a  written 
submission  In  support  of  the  oral  pres¬ 
entation.  The  oral  presentation  Itself 
should  be  a  summary  of  those  written 
comments. 

While  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at 
the  hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective 
presentations,  and  to  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.  Hie  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  request¬ 
ing  to  be  heard.  The  FEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all  rele¬ 
vant  data,  views,  and  arguments. 

An  FEA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing,  which  will  not  be 
a  judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  During 
ond  presentations,  only  those  conduct¬ 
ing  the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  There 
will  be  no  cross-examination.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  all  initial  oral  presentations, 
each  person  who  has  made  an  oral  state¬ 
ment  will  be  given  the  opportunity,  if  he 
or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a  rebuttal 
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statement.  The  rebuttal  statements  will 
be  given  in  the  order  in  which  the  initial 
statements  were  made  and  will  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an  oral 
presentation.  The  presiding  officer  will 
determine  whether  to  ask  the  question, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing  will 
be  announced  by  the  presiding  officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
'  comments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  Freedom  of  Information  Read¬ 
ing  Room,  Room  2107,  Federal  Building, 
12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  D.C.,  and  the  FEA  Regional 
Office  1655  Peachtree  Street  NE„  7th 
Floor,  Atlanta,  Georgia  30309,  between 
the  hours  of  8  am.  and  4:30  p.m.,  Mon¬ 
day  through  Friday.  Anyone  may  pur¬ 
chase  a  copy  of  the  transcript  from  the 
reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  or  arguments  with  respect  to  the 
proposed  Construction  Orders  to  Execu¬ 
tive  Communications,  Federal  Energy 
Administration,  Federal  Building.  Room 
3317,  Box  MK.  Washington.  D.C.  20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Construction 
Order  for  the _ In¬ 

stallation.”  Fifteen  copies  should  be  sub¬ 
mitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
p.m.,  Tuesday,  June  14.  1977,  all  oral 
presentations,  and  all  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  otherwise 
available  to  FEA  will  be  considered  by 
FEA  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Construction 
Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  by 
the  person  furnishing  it  to  be  confidential 
must  be  so  Identified  and  submitted  in 
writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  reserves 
the  right  to  determine  the  confidential 
status  of  the  information  or  data  and  to 
treat  It  in  accordance  with  that  deter¬ 
mination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implementing 
Section  2  of  ESECA  (10  CFR  Parts  303 
and  307)  are  available  from  the  FEA  Re¬ 
gional  Offices: 

Federal  Energy  Administration,  Regional 

Offices 

Region,  Address,  and  Phone 

I.  Robert  Mitchell.  Regional  Administrator, 

150  Causeway  Street.  Room  700,  Boston. 

Mass.  02113 — 617-223-3701. 

II.  Alfred  Klelnfeld,  Regional  Administrator, 

26  Federal  Plaza,  Room  3706,  New  Tort, 

NT  10007 — 717-264-1071 . 

III.  J.  A.  LaSala,  Regional  Administrator, 

1421  Cherry  Street,  Room  1001,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  Pa.  19102 — 215-597-3390. 


IV.  Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator, 
1655  Peachtree  Street  NW.  8th  Floor,  At¬ 
lanta,  Qa.  30309 — 404-526-2837. 

V.  N.  Allen  Andersen.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Office  Building.  Room  A -333. 
175  West  Jackson  Blvd.,  Chicago,  Ill. 
60604 — 312-353-0540. 

VI.  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
P.O.  Box  35228.  2626  West  Mockingbird 
Lane.  Dallas.  Tex.  214-749-7345. 

VII.  NeU  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas  City.  Mo. 
64106 — 816-374-2061. 

VIII.  Dudley  Paver,  Regional  Administrator, 
P.O.  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch,  1075  South 
Yukon  Street.  Lakewood,  Colo.  80226 — 303- 
234-2420. 

IX.  William  Arntz.  Regional  Administrator, 
111  Pine  Street,  San  Francisco,  Calif. 
94111—415-556-7216. 

X.  Jack  B.  Robertson.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  1992  Federal  Building,  915  Second  Ave¬ 
nue.  Seattle,  Wash.  98174—206-442-7280. 

MFBI  Construction  Order  Candidate 
Identification  and  Selection  Meth¬ 
odology 

FEA  has  conducted  a  twp  part  process 
in  which  it  first  identified  the  potential 
universe  of  major  fuel  burning  instal¬ 
lations  (MFBI’s)  that  were  in  the  early 
planning  process  in  order  to  determine 
which  MFBI’s  might  be  subject  to  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  requiring  that  the 
MFBI  be  designed  and  constructed  to 
be  capable  of  using  coal  as  Its  primary 
energy  source.  FEA  then  performed  a 
detailed  analysis  of  individual  potential 
order  recipients  to  determine  whether 
the  facts  would  warrant  publication  of  a 
Notice  of  Intention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a 
Construction  Order  to  any  of  the  poten¬ 
tial  order  recipients. 

I.  Determination  of  candidate  uni¬ 
verse.  On  February  3,  i977,  FEA  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  (42  FR 
6621)  a  notice  requiring  owners  of 
MFBI’s  in  the  early  planning  process  to 
complete  Schedules  A-l  and  A-2  of  Form 
FEA  C-607-S-0,  entitled  “Major  Fuel 
Burning  Installation  Early  Planning 
Process  Identification  Report.”  (An 
MFBI  has  entered  the  early  planning 
process  by  completing  its  preliminary 
feasibility  study.)  Respondents  were  re¬ 
quired  to  complete  these  schedules  If  the 
MFBI’s  were  planned  with  at  least  the 
minimum  required  design  firing  rate 
(generally  100  MM  Btu  per  hour) . 

Schedulue  A-l  contained  basic  iden¬ 
tifying  data  for  a  particular  MFBI. 
Schedule  A-2  is  designed  to  provide  FEA 
with  information  on  combustor  capacity, 
combustor  use,  the  primary  energy 
source,  and  the  design  and  construction 
schedule,  including  the  processing  status 
of  any  required  government  permits. 

After  receiving  the  information  on 
Schedules  A-l  and  A-2,  FEA  first  de¬ 
termined  which  MFBI’s  were  no  longer 
In  the  early  planning  process  according 
to  Section  307.2  of  the  FEA  regulations, 
which  states  that  the  early  planning 
process  terminates  when  the  MFBI  “can 
no  longer  be  ordered,  to  be  designed  and 
constructed  so  as  to  be  capable  of  burn¬ 
ing  coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source 
without  suffering  significant  financial 
or  operational  detriment  due  to  the  im¬ 
pairment  of  prior  commitments.” 


In  addition.  FEA  deferred  from  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  certain  other  MFBI's 
based  on  the  information  contained  in 
Schedulues  A-l  and  A-2.  To  date,  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  following  types  of 
MFBI’s  has  been  deferred: 

(a)  Those  planning  to  use  exclusively 
non-fossil  fuels  as  their  primary  energy 
source,  usually  wood  waste,  bagasse,  or 
electricity; 

(b)  Those  planned  so  as  to  be  capable 
of  using  only  coal  as  their  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source; 

<c>  Those  planning  to  construct  units 
that  will  be  used  exclusively  for  process 
uses  that  require  utilization  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  (process  use 
is  defined  in  section  303.2  of  the  FEA 
regulations  (10  CFR  303.2)  as  that  fuel 
use  for  which  alternate  fuels  are  not 
technically  feasible  ) : 

(d)  Those  planning  exclusively  to  use 
waste  gas  that  would  not  be  added  to 
the  nationwide  pipeline  supply,  or  pe¬ 
troleum  by-products  that  are  not  suit¬ 
able  for  general  commercial  uses  (typi¬ 
cally  these  fuels  are  waste  gases  or  pe¬ 
troleum  by-products  generated  by  re¬ 
finery  processes  and  are  used  in  refinery 
steam  generators). 

Issuing  orders  to  the  first  category  of 
MFBI’s.  above,  would  not  contribute  to 
the  saving  of  any  oil  or  natural  gas. 
Burning  of  non-fossil  fuels,  furthermore, 
contributes  to  the  purpose  of  ESECA 
to  aid  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of 
the  United  States  for  fuels  in  the  same 
manner  as  does  the  increased  burning 
of  coal. 

In  addition.  FEA  has  exercised  its  ad¬ 
ministrative  discretion  to  defer  consid¬ 
eration  of  MFBI’s  currently  planning  to 
bum  coal  as  their  only  energy  source  be¬ 
cause  of  programmatic  necessity  to  es¬ 
tablish  reasonable  priorities.  Should 
either  units  planning  to  use  a  non-fossil 
fuel,  or  units  planning  to  bum  only  coal 
change  their  current  plans  they  are  to 
amend  their  response  to  Form  FEA  C- 
607-S-0. 

FEA  has  applied  its  administrative  dis¬ 
cretion  and  technical  expertise  to  de¬ 
termine  that  certain  types  of  facilities 
should  be  covered  by  the  “process  use" 
exemption  referred  to  in  subparagraph 

(c)  above.  Certain  of  these  processes  re¬ 
flect  uses  for  which  the  burning  of  coal 
is  not  technically  feasible.  The  following 
types  of  facilities  have  been  included  to 
date  in  the  “process  use”  exemption: 

(1)  Refinery  heaters  and  furnaces; 

(2)  Copper  refining  and  melting  fur¬ 
naces; 

(3)  Chemical  plant  process  heaters 

and  recovery  furnaces;  _ 

14)  Oxygen  blown  steelmaking  ves¬ 
sels; 

( 5 )  Primary  float  glass  tanks ; 

(6)  Direct  fired  kilns  and  dryer  burn¬ 
ers  (producing  low  alkaline  products). 

FEA  has  also  determined  that  defer¬ 
ring  issuance  of  NCI's  to  those  MFBI’s 
that  use  waste  gas  or  petroleum  by-prod¬ 
ucts  not  suitable  for  other  commercial 
uses  would  best  serve  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  The  uses  to  which  these  waste 
fuels  are  currently  put  represent  efficient 
use  of  national  resources.  Prohibiting  the 
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use  of  these  waste  fuels  would  not  signifi¬ 
cantly  conserve  national  supplies  of 
scarce  fuels. 

MPBI’s  deferred  on  the  basis  of  the 
above  criteria  are  notified  by  letter  that 
they  will  not  be  required  to  submit  fur¬ 
ther  Information  at  this  time.  All  other 
MFBI’s  in  the  early  planning  process  are 
required  by  FEA  to  complete  Schedule 
A-3  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0.  Schedule 
A-3  is  designed  to  elicit  detailed  financial 
information  about  the  MFBI  owner’s  es¬ 
timate  of  capital  costs  that  would  be  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  construction  of  a  coal 
capable  unit.  Comparative  fuel  costs  and 
the  net  operating  cost  differential  re¬ 
sulting  from  burning  coal  are  also  elic¬ 
ited  by  Schedule  A-3.  The  owner’s  finan¬ 
cial  history  and  information  on  coal 
availability  are  also  obtained. 

After  receipt  of  the  information  con¬ 
tained  in  Schedule  A-3,  FEA  analyzes 
the  capability  of  the  owner  of  the  MFBI 
to  recover  any  increase  in  projected  cap¬ 
ital  investment  costs  required  as  a  result 
of  a  Construction  Order.  An  owner  of 
an  MFBI  is  capable  of  recovering  any 
increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
that  might  be  required  as  a  result  of  a 
Construction  Order  if  the  MFBI  is  able 
to  make  the  original  investment -planned 
(prior  to  issuance  of  a  Construction 
Order)  plus  any  increase  required  as  a 
result  of  a  Construction  Order  and  con¬ 
tinue  in  business  in  at  least  a  financially 
breakeven  posture  over  the  long  run. 
FEA  presumes  that  an  MFBI  owner’s 
capability  to  recover  capital  is  confirmed 
when  that  owner  can  both  raise  the  nec¬ 
essary  capital  for  construction  of  an 
MFBI  with  coal  burning  capability  and 
can  show  an  historical  profit  profile. 
Factors  used  in  analyzing  that  presump¬ 
tion  include  the  size  of  the  additional 
capital  investment  necessary  to  comply 
with  a  Construction  Order,  net  property 
and  plant  assets,  historical  construction 
expenditures  and  total  equity  of  the 
owner.  FEA  also  considers  any  loss  of 
revenue  resulting  from  a  delay  caused  by 
a  Construction  Order.  Such  losses,  if  any, 
are  considered  in  terms  of  increased  or 
additional  costs  which  an  MFBI  incurs 
for  goods  or  services,  Including  power, 
which  must  be  purchased  by  the  MFBI 
to  replace  those  goods  or  services  which 
the  MFBI  would  have  produced  for  itself 
but  for  the  issuance  of  a  Construction 
Order.  Such  costs  will  be  limited  to  the 
difference  between  the  anticipated  cost 
of  production  of  the  goods  or  services  at 
the  MFBI,  and  the  cost  of  purchasing  re¬ 
placement  goods  or  services. 

In  addition,  section  2(c)  of  ESECA  in¬ 
dicates  that  FEA  may  not  issue  Con¬ 
struction  Order  NOI’s  to  an  MFBI  if  it 
determines  that  an  adequate  and  reliable 
supply  of  coal  is  not  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able.  To  meet  this  statutory  requirement, 
FEA  considers  the  availability  nation¬ 
wide  of  total  tonnages  of  coal,  based 
upon  the  presumption  that  an  MFBI  in 
the  early  planning  process  can  be  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  to  use  a  wide 
range  of  coed  types  available. 

FEA  also  considers,  prior  to  issuance 
of  an  MFBI  Construction  Order  NOI,  the 


existence  and  effects  of  any  contractual 
commitment  for  the  construction  of  the 
MFBI  upon  the  owner’s  capability  to  re¬ 
cover  any  increase  in  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  Construction 
Order. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  much  of  the  in¬ 
formation  used  by  FEA  to  make  its  prac¬ 
ticability  findings  is  arguably  confiden¬ 
tial  under  18  U.S.C.  1905.  Therefore,  such 
information  has  not  appeared  in  the 
Appendix  to  the  NOI.  The  calculations 
have  been  explained  in  each  case  and  the 
data  are  available  to  the  representatives 
of  the  owner  of  the  MFBI. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  Notice 


should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration,  Code  OCU  (Construction 

Order:  _ Installation*, 

Washington,  D.C.  20461,  202-566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  1974  (15  UB.C.  791  et  seq.),  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C.  761  et 
seq  ),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-385;  E  O. 
11790  <39  FR  23185).) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  May  9, 
1977. 


Eric  J.  Fygi, 
Acting  General  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  A 
Construction  Order 


ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determina¬ 
tions  and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel 
Burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions 
with  respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the 
MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 

Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  Location 

OCU-7410-3-1  United  Stales  Steel  Corp  .  Fairfield  .  Boiler  9...  Fairfield.  Ala. 

OCU-7410-3-2  Boiler  10 


These  findings,  determinations,  and  con¬ 
siderations,  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA, 
are  based  on  the  Information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Construction  Order. 

United  States  Steel  Corporation  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “owner.”  Fairfield  Boilers 
9  and  10  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  "MFBI’s." 

I.  Proposed  findings.  A.  The  MFBI’s  are  in 
the  early  planning  process.  Based  on  an 
analysis  of  the  Information  submitted  to 
FEA  by  the  owner  .on  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
and  Information  provided  by  the  owner  In 
response  to  subsequent  Inquiry  to  assure  the 
continued  applicability  and  currency  of  such 
information.  Including,  as  appropriate,  an 
on-site  Inspection  visit,  FEA  proposes  to  find 
that  the  MFBI’s  are  In  the  early  planning 
process.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on 
the  facts,  assumptions  and  reasoning  ref¬ 
erenced  below: 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre¬ 
liminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  indicates  that 
the  early  planning  process  for  these  MFBI’s 
has  not  terminated. 

3.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the 
MFBI's  meet  the  minimum  design  firing  rate 
requirement. 

B.  Within  the  terms  o/  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  coal  is  not  expected 
to  be  available.  This  proposed  determination 
is  based  upon  the  facts,  Interpretations  and 
assumptions  stated  below: 

1.  Coal  availability,  (a)  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are 
more  than  sufficient  to  supply  national 
needs  for  the  future.  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines 
(BOM)  data  show  a  demonstrated  coal  re¬ 
serve  base  of  over  400  billion  tons,  over  half 
of  which  Is  currently  technically  and  eco¬ 
nomically  recoverable  (Demonstrated  Coal 
Reserve  Base  of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur 
Category,  on  January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of 
Mines  (May  1978)  [hereafter  "BOM  Sur¬ 
vey”!).  Within  these  recoverable  reserves 
approximately  200  billion  tons  contain  1  per¬ 


cent  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  determine 
when  certain  quantities  of  these  reserves  are 
expected  to  be  available,  FEA  has  examined 
several  studies  referenced  herein,  which  to¬ 
gether  provide  the  best  current  evidence  as  to 
coal  availability. 

(b)  National  coal  production  and  demand 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  coal  production  (derived  from 
responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980. 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985  al¬ 
ready  meets  over  99%  of  the  total  U.S.  de¬ 
mand  expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more  po¬ 
tential  mine  developments  will  become  firm 
plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned  produc¬ 
tion. 

(1)  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conser¬ 
vatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  < million  tons > 

1977  _ _ _  732.  3 

1978  .  791.6 

1979  .  851.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  _  960.0 

1982  . - .  994.  3 

1983  _ _ _ 1,017.4 

1984  _ * _  1,  028  7 

1985  _  1,  029.  6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1988  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  un¬ 
derestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report. 
April  1977,  (hereafter  "Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows. 
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struction  Orders  under  Section  2(c)  of 
ESECA.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  coal  is  not 
expected  to  be  available  for  these  MFBI's 
once  they  become  operational.  The  best  avail¬ 
able  evidence  suggests  that  coal  production 
potential  will,  In  fact,  considerably  exceed  all 
demand  for  the  years  pertinent  to  this  pro¬ 
posed  order 

The  coal  for  these  MFBI's  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBIs'  location.  FEA  observes,  however,  that 
the  MFBI's  could  purchase  coal  In  other 
markets  as  such  production  becomes  avail¬ 
able.  (The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expand¬ 
ed  Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Be¬ 
yond.  School  of  Engineering.  University  of 
Pennsylvania.  November  7,  1975.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally.  FEA  considers 
construction  lead  times  pertinent  to  MFBI's 
in  the  early-planning  process  to  be  sufficient 
to  allow  owners  to  secure  appropriate  coal 
transportation  and  coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  prior  to  becoming  operational. 

II.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider. 

A.  The  existence  and  effects  of  any  con¬ 
tractual  commitment  for  the  construction  of 
the  MFBI's.  FEA  has  considered  the  existence 
and  effects  of  any  contractual  commitment 
•for  the  construction  of  the  MFBI's  which 
the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA  In  a  Schedule 
of  Plan  Change  Costs  attachment  to  a  Form 
FEA  C-607-S-0  Schedule  A-3,  or  otherwise. 
FEA  has  considered  the  additional  costs 
which  would  be  Incurred  In  connection  with 
existing  contractual  commitments  should 
FEA  require  that  the  MFBI's  be  designed 
and  constructed  to  be  capable  of  using  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source.  Accordingly, 
FEA  has  included  these  costs  in  Its  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  Construction  Order 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered.  In  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
and  to  recover  the  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 


ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of 
a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  the  MFBI's  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source.  This 
calculation  is  based  on  existing  FEA  Informa¬ 
tion  and  analysis,  as  well  as  Information 
filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the 
cost  of  equipment  and  facilities  that  would 
have  to  be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to 
comply  with  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements  have  also  been  con¬ 
sidered.  including  the  cost  of  compliance 
with  the  air  pollution  control  requirements 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the 
increased  capital  investment.  This  analysis 
is  based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner's 
current  financial  position  as  reported  In 
the  Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book. 
(March  1977) .  Where  necessary.  FEA  has  per¬ 
formed  an  independent  analysis  of  the  own¬ 
er’s  financial  capability.  In  those  cases  in 
which  an  independent  analysis  of  the  own¬ 
er's  ability  to  recover  the  additional  capital 
investment  was  performed.  FEA  related  the 
additional  capital  investment  costs  discussed 
In  paragraph  B.I.,  above,  and  the  plan 
change  costs  discussed  In  paragraph  II.  A., 
above,  to  the  owner's  net  property  and  plant 
assets,  the  owner’s  reported  recent  con¬ 
struction  expenditures  and  the  owner's 
equity. 

In  considering  the  owner's  ability  to  re¬ 
cover  the  increased  capital  Investment  costs. 
FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
resulting  from  a  delay,  if  any.  In  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI's  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  own¬ 
er's  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed 
useful  life  of  the  MFBI's  after  construction 
of  40  years. 

In  light  of  such  considerations.  FEA  pre¬ 
sumes  that  the  owner's  capability  to  recover 
any  Increase  In  capital  is  confirmed  since  the 
owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  addi¬ 
tional  capital  for  construction  with  coal 
burning  capability  and  has  historically 
shown  a  profit  profile. 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  A 
Construction  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determina¬ 
tions  and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel 
Burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions 
with  respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the 
MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 

Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Number  Location 

.  of  units 

OCU-3990-1-1  International  Paper  Co _  ..  Georgetown  mill .  .  6  Georgetown,  8.C. 


Production 

Year:  ( million  tons ) 

1978  . .  124  3 

1979  _  243.1 

1980  _  293.  3 

1981  _  350.  0 

1982  _  369.  9 

1983  .  396.2 

1984  _ _ - .  475  5 

1985  _ _ _  544  9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
auhtorlty  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is  as 
follows  ( FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook  > : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons ) 

1978  . -  730 

1979  . . - .  764 

1980  .  799 

1981  _ I . .  842 

1982  _ 887 

1983  .  935 

1984  _ -  985 

1985  _ 1,040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report") : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  .  11  0 

1979  . . 22.4 

1980  . - . . .  32.5 

1981  _ _ _ - . 35.8 

1982  .  57.4 

1983  . . . . —  59.8 

1984  _ _ _ _ 59.8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  coal  demand 
from  these  MFBI's  and  from  all  other  MFBI's 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2(c)  of  ESECA  is  not  Included  In  the 
total  national  demand  stated  In  paragraph 
1. (b)(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such 
MFBI's  is  also  not  calculated  In  currently 
projected  ESECA  generated  demand  since 
It  Is  infeasible  to  anticipate  specific  quality 
characteristics  for  the  coal  that  will  be  re¬ 
quired  by  these  MFBI’s  so  far  In  advance  of 
their  actual  construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
production  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully  de¬ 
veloped  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future.  The  projection  for  national 
coal  production  potential  in  1985  cited  In 
paragraph  2. (a),  above,  tends  to  underesti¬ 
mate  actual  production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  increase  once  these  MFBI's  and 
others  become  operational. 

FEA  expects,  however,  (based  on  an  an¬ 
alysis  of  the  “BOM  Survey”,  the  Coal  Mine 
Expansion  Study,  the  FEA  1976  National 
Energy  Outlook,  and  the  “Availability 
Report",  cited  above)  that  national  coal 
production  potential  will  substantially  ex¬ 
ceed  the  total  national  demand  for  coal 
In  amounts  sufficient  in  any  year  to 
meet  the  estimated  potential  additional 
demand  for  coal  tf  all  MFBI'S  currently 
under  consideration  were  to  receive  Con¬ 


These  findings,  determinations  and  con¬ 
siderations.  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA. 
are  based  on  the  Information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Construction  Order. 

International  Paper  Company  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “owner”.  Georgetown  Mill 
6  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  "MFBI". 

I.  Proposed  findings. — A.  The  MFBI  is  in 
the  early  planning  process.  Based  on  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  Information  submitted  to  FEA 
by  the  owner  on  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0  and  in¬ 
formation  provided  by  the  owner  In  response 
to  subsequent  Inquiry  to  assure  the  contin¬ 
ued  applicability  and  currency  of  such  In¬ 
formation,  Including,  as  appropriate,  an  on¬ 
site  inspection  visit,  FEA  proposes  to  find 


that  the  MFBI  is  In  the  early  planning 
process.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the 
facts,  assumptions  and  reasoning  referenced 
below : 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre¬ 
liminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  Indicates  that  the 
early  planning  process  for  this  MFBI  has  not 
terminated. 

3.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the 
MFBI  meets  the  minimum  design  firing 
rate  requirement. 

B.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  coal  is  not  expected  to 
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be  available.  This  proposed  determination  la 
based  upon  the  facte,  Interpretations  and 
assumptions  stated  below: 

1.  Coal  availability. — (a)  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quantities 
of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies  ref¬ 
erenced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availabil¬ 
ity. 

(b)  Nation  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  coal  production  (derived  from  re¬ 
sponses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total  na¬ 
tional  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  over  99  percent  of  the  total 
UJ9.  demand  expected  In  1985.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

(1)  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conser¬ 
vatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities; 


Production 

potential 

Tear :  ( million  tons ) 

1977  . .  732.  3 

1978  . .  791.  6 

1979  . . .  851.4 

1980  _  911.7 

1981  _  960.  0 

1982  - - -  994.3 

1983  _ 1,017.4 

1984  _ _ _  1,028.7 

1985  _  1,  029.  6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
PEA’S  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  mo6t 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  ’•Availability  Report”) 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows; 


Production 

Tear:  ( million  tons) 

1978  _ _ - . 124.3 

1979  _  243. 1 

1980  - - 293.3 

1981  _  350.0 

1982  _  369.9 

1983  _  396.  2 

1984  _ _ _  475.6 

1985  . . . .  544.9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA,  Is 
as  follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 
look)  : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1978  -  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  -  887 

1983  -  935 

1984  -  985 

1985  -  1,  040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  (’’Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  - 11.0 

1979  _  22. 4 

1980  -  32. 5 

1981  -  35.8 

.  1982  . 67.4 

1983  -  59. 8 

1984  -  59.  g 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would  ad¬ 
versely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  coal  demand 
from  this  MFBI  and  from  all  other  MFBl’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA  Is  not  Included  In  the  total 
national  demand  stated  In  paragraph  l.(b) 
(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such  MFBl’s 
Is  also  not  calculated  In  currently  projected 
ESECA  generated  demand  since  it  Is  Infeasi¬ 
ble  to  anticipate  specific  quality  characterls- 
tlcs  for  the  coal  that  will  be  required  by  these 
MFBI’s  so  far  in  advance  of  their  actual 
construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
production  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future.  The  projection  for  national 
coal  production  potential  in  1985  cited  in 
paragraph  2. (a),  above,  tends  to  underesti¬ 
mate  actual  production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  Increase  once  this  MFBI  and  others 
become  operational. 

FEA  expects,  however,  (based  on  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  “BOM  Survey”,  the  Coal  Mine 
Expansion  Study,  the  FEA  1976  National 
Energy  Outlook,  and  the  “Availability  Re¬ 
port”,  cited  above)  that  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  potential  will  substantially  exceed 
the  total  national  demand  for  coal  In 
amounts  sufficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the 
estimated  potential  additional  demand  for 
ooal  If  all  MFBl’s  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion  were  to  receive  Construction  Orders 
under  Section  2(c)  of  ESECA.  Within  the 
terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has  been  unable  to 
determine  that  coal  Is  not  expected  to  be 
available  for  this  MFBI  once  It  becomes 
operational.  The  best  available  evidence 
suggests  that  coal  production  potential  will. 
In  fact,  considerably  exceed  all  demand  for 
the  years  pertinent  to  this  proposed  order. 

The  coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBl’s  location.  FEA  observes,  however,  that 
the  MFBI  could  purchase  coal  In  other  mar¬ 
kets  as  such  production  becomes  available. 
(The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded 
Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Be¬ 
yond,  School  of  Engineering,  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1975.) 


(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally,  FEA  consid¬ 
ers  construction  lead  times  pertinent  to 
MFBl’s  In  the  early-planning  process  to  be 
sufficient  to  allow  owners  to  secure  appropri¬ 
ate  coal  transportation  and  coal  transporta¬ 
tion  facilities  prior  to  becoming  operational. 

IL  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA 
to  consider. — A.  The  existence  and  effects 
of  any  contractual  commitment  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  MFBI.  FEA  has  considered 
the  existence  and  effects  of  any  contractual 
commitment  for  the  construction  of  the 
MFBT  which  the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA 
In  a  Schedule  of  Plan  Change  Costs  attach¬ 
ment  to  a  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0  Schedule 
A-3,  or  otherwise,  FEA  has  considered  the 
additional  costs  which  would  be  Incurred 
In  connection  with  existing  contractual 
commitments  should  FEA  require  that  the 
MFBI  be  designed  and  constructed  to  be 
capable  of  using  coal  as  its  primary  energy 
source.  Accordingly,  FEA  has  included  these 
costs  In  Its  consideration  of  the  capability 
of  the  owner  to  recover  any  Increase  In  capi¬ 
tal  Investment  required  as  a  result  of  a 
Construction  Order. 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered.  In  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
and  to  recover  the  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of 
a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  the  MFBI  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source.  This  cal¬ 
culation  Is  based  on  existing  FEA  Informa¬ 
tion  and  analysis,  as  well  as  Information 
filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the 
cost  of  equipment  and  facilities  that  would 
have  to  be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to 
comply  wtlh  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements  have  also  been  con¬ 
sidered.  Including  the  cost  of  compliance 
with  the  air  pollution  control  requirements 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the  in¬ 
creased  capital  investment.  This  analysis  Is 
based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner’s 
current  financial  position  as  reported  In  the 
Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book,  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  has  performed 
an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  fi¬ 
nancial  capability.  In  those  cases  In  which 
an  independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  abil¬ 
ity  to  recover  the  additional  capital  invest¬ 
ment  was  performed,  FEA  related  the  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  costs  discussed  In 
paragraph  B.I.,  above,  and  the  plan  change 
costs  discussed  In  paragraph  II. A.,  above,  to 
the  owner’s  net  property  and  plant  assets, 
the  owner’s  reported  recent  construction  ex¬ 
penditures  and  the  owner’s  equity. 

In  considering  the  owner’s  ability  to  re¬ 
cover  the  Increased  capital  Investment  costs, 
FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
resulting  from  a  delay,  If  any.  In  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the 
owner’s  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  pre¬ 
sumed  useful  life  of  the  MFBI  after  con¬ 
struction  of  40  years. 

In  light  of  such  considerations,  FEA  pre¬ 
sumes  that  the  owner’s  capability  to  recover 
any  Increase  In  capital  Is  confirmed  since 
the  owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  addi¬ 
tional  capital  for  construction  with  coal 
burning  capability  and  has  historically 
shown  a  profit  profile. 
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Appreroix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rational*  por  Notice  or  Intention  To  Issue  A 
Construction  Order 

ESECA  and  the  PEA  regulations  require  PEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determlna^ 
ttons  and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  Issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Puel 
Burning  Installation  (MPBI).  PEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions 
with  respect  to  the  factors  PEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the 
MFBI's  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  Location 


OCU-SG50-S-1  Shell  Oil  Co . Mobile  Chemical  plant -  Mobile.  Ala. 

OCU-©550-6-2  Krr-MOr-BLR-2 


These  findings,  determinations  and  con¬ 
siderations,  which  are  now  proposed  by  PEA. 
are  based  on  the  information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Construction  Order. 

Shell  OH  Company  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “owner”.  Mobile  Chemical  Plant  EPP- 
MOP-BLR-1  and  EPP-MOP-BLR^2  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "MP'Bl's”. 

I.  Proposed  findings. — A.  The  MFBI’s  are 
in  the  early  planning  process.  Based  on  an 
analysis  of  the  Information  submitted  to 
PEA  by  the  owner  on  Form  PEA  C-607-S-0 
and  Information  provided  by  the  owner  In 
response  to  subsequent  Inquiry  to  assure  the 
continued  applicability  and  currency  of  such 
Information,  Including,  as  appropriate,  an 
on-site  Inspection  visit,  PEA  proposes  to 
find  that  the  MFBI’s  are  In  the  early  plan¬ 
ning  process.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based 
on  the  facts,  assumptions  and  reasoning 
referenced  below: 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  PEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre¬ 
liminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  PEA  Indicates  that 
the  early  planning  process  for  these  MFBI’s 
has  not  terminated. 

3.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the 
MFBI's  meet  the  minimum  design  firing  rate 
requirement. 

B.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  ooal  is  not  expected  to 
be  available.  This  proposed  determination  Is 
based  upon  the  facts.  Interpretations  and 
assumptions  stated  below: 

1.  Coal  availability,  (a)  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior.  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
[hereafter  “BOM  Survey"] ) .  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availabil¬ 
ity. 

(b)  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  coal  production  (derived  from  re¬ 
sponses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  should  be  sufficient 
production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total  national 
demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans 
for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully  devel¬ 
oped  because  few  ooel  producers  have  firm 
expansion  plana  that  extend  that  far  Into 


the  future:  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  over  99  percent  of  the  total 
U.S.  demand  expected  in  1985.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

(1)  National  coal  production.  It  Is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practi¬ 
cable  to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1977  _ _  732.  3 

1978  . — .  791.6 

1970  . 861.4 

1980  _ 911.7 

1981  _  960.  0 

1982  _  994.  3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  _ 1,028.7 

1985  . 1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
PEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
ooal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plahs  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report") , 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide 
production  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  . 124.3 

1979  . .  243.  1 

1980  _  293.3 

1981  .  350.0 

1982  _ _  369.9 

1983  _  396.2 

1984  .  475.5 

1985  _  544.9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 


look): 

Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ 730 

1979  _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  _  887 

1983  _  935 

1984  _  985 

1985  .  1,040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand.  The  estimated  potential  demand 
for  coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 
la  no  more  than  the  following  ("Availability 
Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  . — _ _  11.0 

1978 . 22.4 

1980  . 32.5 

1981  .  35. 8 

1982  . - .  67.  4 

•  1983  . -  59.8 

1984  _ 59.8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  coal  demand 
from  these  MFBI’s  and  from  all  other  MFBI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA  Is  not  Included  in  the  total 
national  demand  stated  In  paragraph  l.(b) 
(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such  MFBI's 
Is  also  not  calculated  In  currently  projected 
ESECA  generated  demand  since  It  Is  Infea¬ 
sible  to  anticipate  specific  quality  charac¬ 
teristics  for  the  coal  that  will  be  required 
by  theee  MFBI’s  so  far  In  advance  of  their 
actual  construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
production  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  ooel  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future.  The  projection  for  national 
coal  production  potential  In  1985  cited  In 
paragraph  2. (a),  above,  tends  to  underesti¬ 
mate  actual  production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  Increase  once  these  MFBI’s  and 
others  become  operational. 

FEA  expects,  however,  (based  on  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  "BOM  Survey”,  the  Coal  Mine  Ex¬ 
pansion  Study,  the  FEA  1976  National  En¬ 
ergy  Outlook,  and  the  "Availability  Report". 
cited  above)  that  national  coal  production 
potential  will  substantially  exceed  the  total 
national  demand  for  coal  in  amounts  suf¬ 
ficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
potential  additional  demand  for  coal  If  all 
MFBI’s  currently  under  consideration  were 
to  receive  Construction  Orders  under  Sec¬ 
tion  2(c)  of  ESECA.  Within  the  terms  of 
ESECA,  FEA  has  been  unable  to  determine 
that  coal  Is  not  expected  to  be  available  for 
these  MFBI's  once  they  become  operational. 
The  best  available  evidence  suggests  that 
coal  production  potential  will,  in  fact,  con¬ 
siderably  exceed  all  demand  for  the  years 
pertinent  to  this  proposed  order. 

The  coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply /demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location.  FEA  observes,  however,  that 
the  MFBI's  could  purchase  coal  In  other 
markets  as  such  production  becomes  avail¬ 
able.  (The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Ex¬ 
panded  Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern 
and  Eastern  Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and 
Beyond,  School  of  Engineering,  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1975.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally,  FEA  consid¬ 
ers  construction  lead  times  pertinent  to 
MFBI’s  In  the  early-planning  process  to  be 
sufficient  to  allow  owners  to  secure  appro¬ 
priate  coal  transportation  and  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  prior  to  becoming  opera¬ 
tional. 

n.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider. 

A.  The  existence  and  effects  of  any  con¬ 
tractual  commitment  for  the  construction 
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of  the  ItFBl's.  FEA  has  considered  the  ex¬ 
istence  and  effects  of  any  contractual  com¬ 
mitment  for  the  construction  of  the  MFBI’s 
which  the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA  in  a 
Schedule  of  Plan  Change  Costs  attachment 
to  a  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0  Schedule,  A-3,  or 
otherwise.  FEA  has  considered  the  additional 
costs  which  would  be  Incurred  In  connection 
with  existing  contractual  commitments 
should  FEA  require  that  the  MFBI’s  be  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  to  be  capable  of  us¬ 
ing  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  FEA  has  Included  these  costs  In 
Its  consideration  of  the  capability  of  the 
owner  to  recover  any  Increase  In  capital 
Investment  required  as  a  result  of  a  Con¬ 
struction  Order. 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered,  in  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
and  to  recover  the  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance 
of  a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  the  MFBI’s  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source.  This 
calculation  Is  based  on  existing  FEA  Infor¬ 
mation  and  analysis,  as  well  as  Information 
filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the 
cost  of  equipment  and  facilities  that  would 
have  to  be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to 
comply  with  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements  have  also  been  con¬ 


sidered,  Including  the  cost  of  compliance 
with  the  air  pollution  control  requirements 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the  in¬ 
creased  capital  investment.  This  analysis  Is 
based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner’s  cur¬ 
rent  financial  position  as  reported  In  the 
Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  has  performed 
an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  fi¬ 
nancial  capability.  In  those  cases  in  which  an 
Independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  ability 
to  recover  the  additional  capital  Investment 
was  performed,  FEA  related  the  additional 
capital  investment  costs  discussed  In  para¬ 
graph  B.I.,  above,  and  the  plan  change  costs 
discussed  In  paragraph  n_A.,  above,  to  the 
owner’s  net  property  and  plant  assets,  the 
owner’s  reported  recent  construction  expend¬ 
itures  and  the  owner’s  equity. 

In  considering  the  owner's  ability  to  re¬ 
cover  the  increased  capital  Investment  costs, 
FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  delay,  If  any,  in  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI's  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  own¬ 
er's  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed 
useful  life  of  the  MFBI’s  after  construction 
of  40  years. 

In  light  of  such  considerations,  FEA  pre¬ 
sumes  that  the  owner’s  capability  to  recover 
any  Increase  In  capital  Is  confirmed  since 
the  owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  for  construction  with-  coal 
burning  capability  and  has  historically 
shown  a  profit  profile. 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  A 
Construction  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determina¬ 
tions  and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel 
Burning  Installation  (MFBI) .  FEA's  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions 
with  respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the 
MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  Location 


OCU-1300-1-1  Goodyear  Tire  and  Rubber  Co _  Goodyear  Gadsden  plant .. .  Boiler!.. .  Gadsden,  Ala. 


These  findings,  determinations  and  con¬ 
siderations,  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA, 
are  based  on  the  information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Construction  Order. 

Goodyear  Tire  and  Rubber  Company  be 
referred  to  as  the  “owner”.  Goodyear  Gads¬ 
den  Plant  Boiler  1  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
"MFBI”. 

I.  Proposed  findings. 

A.  The  MFBI  is  in  the  early  planning 
process.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  informa¬ 
tion  submitted  to  FEA  by  the  owner  on  Form 
FEA  C— 607— S-0  and  information  provided  by 
the  owner  In  response  to  subsequent  Inquiry 
to  assure  the  continued  applicability  and 
currency  of  such  Information,  Including,  as 
appropriate,  an  on-slte  Inspection  visit,  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  MFBI  Is  In  the 
early  planning  process.  The  proposed  finding 
Is  based  on  the  facts,  assumptions  and  rea¬ 
soning  referenced  below : 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre¬ 
liminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  Indicates  that  the 
early  planning  process  for  this  MFBI  has 
not  terminated. 

S.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  MFBI 
meets  the  minimum  design  firing  rate  re¬ 
quirement. 


B.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  coal,  is  not  expected 
to  be  available.  This  proposed  determination 
Is  based  upon  the  facts.  Interpretations  and 
assumptions  stated  below : 

1.  Coal  availability. —  (a)  National  coal 
reserves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  ooal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
( Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
[hereafter  “BOM  Survey”]).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  <0*6  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability. 

(b)  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  coal  production  (derived  from  re¬ 
sponses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  should  be  sufficient 
production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total  national 
demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for 


new  production  are  not  yet  fully  developed 
because  few  coal  producers  have  firm  expan¬ 
sion  plans  that  extend  that  far  Into  the 
future;  however,  the  projected  total  planned 
national  coal  production  for  1985  already 
meets  over  99%  of  the  total  U5.  demand 
expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more  potential 
mine  developments  will  become  firm  plans, 
thus  increasing  the  planned  production. 

(1)  National  coal  production.  It  Is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  prac¬ 
ticable  to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  -  732.  3 

1978  . 791.6 

1979  -  851.  4 

1980  - 911.7 

1981  _  960.  0 

1982  _  994.  3 

1983  - 1,017.4 

1984  _ _ _  1.  028.  7 

1985  -  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  project  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _  124.3 

1979  _  243.1 

1980  _  293.3 

1981  350.0 

1982  _ ...  369.9 

1983  _  396.2 

1984  . 475.5 

1985  _  544.9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  1&3ECA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  _  887 

1983  _  935 

1984  . 985 

1985  -  1,040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“availability  Report") : 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
(million  tons) 

. 11.0 

- 22.4 

- 32.5 

_ 35.8 

- 67.4 

- 59.8 

_ 59.8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  ooal  that  would  ad¬ 
versely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’S  attention. 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  42,  NO.  94 — MONDAY,  MAY  16,  1977 


NOTICES 


24893 


(d)  Condition.  Potential  ooal  demand 
from  this  MFBI  and  from  all  other  MFBI's 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notice*  of  Intention  to  lasue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA  Is  not  Included  In  the  total 
national  demand  stated  In  paragraph  l.(b) 
(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such  MFBI's 
Is  also  not  calculated  In  currently  projected 
ESECA  generated  demand  since  It  Is  Infeasi¬ 
ble  to  anticipate  specific  quality  characteris¬ 
tics  for  the  coal  that  will  be  required  by  these 
MFBI's  so  far  In  advance  of  their  actual  con¬ 
struction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
production  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully  de¬ 
velopment  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  Into 
the  future.  The  projection  for  national  coal 
production  potential  In  1985  cited  In  para¬ 
graph  2. (a),  above,  tends  to  underestimate 
actual  production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  Increase  once  this  MFBI  and  others 
become  operational. 

FEA  expects,  however,  (based  on  a  analysis 
of  the  “BOM  Survey",  the  Coal  Mine  Expan¬ 
sion  Study,  the  FEA  1976  National  Energy 
Outlook,  and  the  "Availability  Report",  cited 
above)  that  national  coal  production  poten¬ 
tial  will  substantially  exceed  the  total  na¬ 
tional  demand  for  coal  In  amounts  sufficient 
In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  potential 
additional  demand  for  coed  If  all  MFBI's  cur¬ 
rently  under  consideration  were  to  receive 
Construction  Orders  under  Section  2(c)  of 
ESECA.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA 
has  been  unable  to  determine  that  coal  is 
not  expected  to  be  available  for  this  MFBI 
once  it  becomes  operational.  The  best  avail¬ 
able  evidence  suggests  that  coal  production 
potential  will.  In  fact,  considerably  exceed 
all  demand  for  the  years  pertinent  to  this 
proposed  order. 

The  coid  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI’s  location.  FEA  observes,  however,  that 
the  MFBI  could  purchase  coal  In  other  mar¬ 
kets  as  Buch  production  becomes  available. 
(The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded 
Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and  Be¬ 
yond,  School  of  Engineering,  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1975.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally,  FEA  considers 
construction  lead  times  pertinent  to  MFBI's 
In  the  early-planning  process  to  be  sufficient 
to  allow  owners  to  secure  appropriate  coal 
transportation  and  coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  prior  to  becoming  operational. 

n.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider. 

A.  The  existence  and  effects  of  any 
contractual  commitment  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  MFBI.  RA  has  considered  the 
existence  and  effects  of  any  contractual  com¬ 
mitment  for  the  construction  of  the  MFBI 
which  the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA  In  a 
Schedule  of  Plan  Change  Costs  attachment 
to  a  Form  FEA  C-607-8-0  Schedule  A-8,  or 
otherwise.  FEA  has  considered  the  additional 
costs  which  would  be  Incurred  in  con¬ 
nection  with  existing  contractual  commit¬ 
ments  should  FEA  require  that  the  MFBI  be 
designed  and  constructed  to  be  capable  of 
using  ooal  as  Its  primary  energy  source.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  FEA  has  included  these  costs  in 
Its  consideration  of  the  capability  of  the 
owner  to  recover  any  Increase  la  capital  In¬ 
vestment  required  as  a  result  of  a  Construc¬ 
tion  Order. 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered.  In  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 


and  to  recover  the  increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of 
a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  tbs  MFBI  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  Us  primary  energy  source.  This  calcu¬ 
lation  is  based  on  existing  FEA  information 
and  analysis,  as  well  as  Information  filed 
with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the  cost  of 
equipment  and  facilities  that  would  have  to 
be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to  comply 
with  applicable  environmental  protection 
requirements  have  also  been  considered,  in¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  compliance  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the  in¬ 
creased  capital  investment.  This  analysis  Is 
based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner's 
current  financial  position  as  reported  In  the 
Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book,  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  has  performed 
an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner's 
financial  capability.  In  those  cases  in  which 


These  findings,  determinations  and  con¬ 
siderations,  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA, 
are  based  on  the  Information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Construction  Order. 

J.  P.  Stevens  and  Company,  Incorporated 
shall  be  referred  to  as  the  "owner".  Delta  3, 
Unit  6  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  "MFBI". 

I.  Proposed  findings. — A.  The  MFBI  is  in 
the  early  planning  process.  Based  on  an 
analysis  of  the  Information  submitted  to 
FEA  by  the  owner  on  Form  FEA  C-807-S-0 
and  Information  provided  by  the  owner  la 
response  to  subsequent  Inquiry  to  assure 
the  continued  applicability  and  currency  of 
such  Information,  including,  as  appropriate, 
an  on-slte  Inspection  visit,  FEA  proposes  to 
find  that  the  MFBI  Is  in  the  early  planning 
process.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on 
the  facts,  assumptions  and  reasoning  refer- 
enced  below: 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-8-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre¬ 
liminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  Indicates  that 
the  early  planning  process  for  this  MFBI  has 
not  terminated. 

3.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-807-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  MFBI 
meets  the  minimum  design  firing  rate 
requirement. 

B.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  ooal  Is  not  expected 
to  be  available.  This  proposed  determination 
is  based  upon  the  facts,  Interpretations  and 
assumptions  stated  below: 

1.  Coal  availability. — (a)  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  ooal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mine#  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tone,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 


an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner's  abil¬ 
ity  to  recover  the  additional  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  was  performed,  FEA  related  the  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  costs  discussed  In 
paragraph  B.I..  above,  and  the  plan  change 
costs  discussed  In  paragraph  n.A.,  above,  to 
the  owner’s  net  property  and  plant  assets, 
the  owner’s  reported  recent  construction  ex¬ 
penditures  and  the  owner's  equity. 

In  considering  the  owner's  ability  to  re- 
oover  the  Increased  capital  Investment  costs, 
FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
resulting  from  a  delay.  If  any.  In  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  own¬ 
er's  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed 
useful  life  of  the  MFBI  after  construction 
of  40  years. 

In  light' of  such  considerations,  FEA  pre¬ 
sumes  that  the  owner's  capability  to  recover 
any  Increase  In  capital  Is  confirmed  since 
the  owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  addi¬ 
tional  capital  for  construction  with  coal 
burning  capability  and  has  historically 
shown  a  profit  profile. 


(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey")).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability. 

(b)  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  ooal  production,  national  ooal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  coal  production  (derived  from  re¬ 
sponses  to  a  survey  of  ooal  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  there  should  be 
sufficient  productio  n  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  t'  trough  1980.  Beyond  1980. 
plana  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  far  1985 
already  meets  over  99%  of  the  total  U&  de¬ 
mand  expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more  po¬ 
tential  mine  developments  will  become  firm 
plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned  produc¬ 
tion. 

(1)  National  ooal  production.  It  Is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  It  will  b*  practi¬ 
cable  to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  .  (million  tons) 

1977  .  732  .8 

1978  . 791.8 

1979  _  851.4 

1980  _  911.7 

1981  _  980.  0 

1982  .  994.3 

1983  . . 1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  .  1,029.8 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  rot  None*  or  Intention  To  Issue  A 
Construction  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  oertain  findings  and  determina¬ 
tions  and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  issuing  s  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel 
Burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA's  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions 
with  respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the 
MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  Location 


OCU-TOeO-1-1  J.  P.  Stevens  and  Co.,  Inc _ Deltas. _ _  6  Wallace,  8.C. 
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The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  nils  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  "Availability  Report"), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  .  124.3 

1979  _  243.  1 

1980  — _ _  293.8 

1981  _  350.0 

1982  _  369.9 

1983  _ _ _  396.2 

1984  _  475.6 

1985  . . .  644.9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESEOA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is 
as  follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 


look): 

Demand 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1978  . . 730 

1979  _ 704 

1980  _ _ 799 

1981  _ 842 

1982  _  887 

1983  _  988 

1984  . 985 

1986  .  1,040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  ("Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  _ _ _  22.  4 

1980  _ _ _  32.  6 

1981  . . 35.8 

1982  .  67. 4 

1983  .  69.8 

1984  .  59.8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’6  attention. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  coal  demand 
from  this  MFBI  and  from  all  other  MFBI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA  Is  not  Included  In  the  total 
national  demand  stated  In  paragraph  l.(b) 
(2) ,  above.  Coal  demand  from  such  MFBI’s  Is 
also  not  calculated  in  currently  projected 
ESECA  generated  demand  since  It  Is  In¬ 
feasible  to  anticipate  specific  quality  char¬ 
acteristics  for  the  coal  that  will  be  required 
by  these  MFBI's  so  far  in  advance  of  their 
actual  construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
oroduction  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully  de¬ 
veloped  because  few  coal  producers  have  firm 
expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  Into  the 
future.  The  projection  for  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  potential  In  1985  cited  In  paragraph 
2. (a),  above  tends  to  under  estimate  actual 
production  potential.* 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the  fact 
that  the  potential  annual  demand  for  coal 
will  Increase  once  this  MFBI  and  others  be¬ 


come  operational.  FEA  expects,  however, 
(based  on  an  analysis  of  the  "BOM  Survey”, 
the  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study,  the  FEA 
1976  National  Energy  Outlook,  and  the 
"Availability  Report”,  cited  above)  that  na¬ 
tional  coal  production  potential  will  substan¬ 
tially  exceed  the  total  national  demand  for 
coal  In  amounts  sufficient  In  any  year  to  meet 
the  estimated  potential  additional  demand 
for  coal  If  all  MFBI’s  currently  under  consid¬ 
eration  were  to  receive  Construction  Orders 
under  Section  2(c)  of  ESECA.  Within  the 
terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has  been  unable  to 
determine  that  coal  Is  not  expected  to  be 
available  for  this  MFBI  once  It  becomes  oper¬ 
ational.  The  best  available  evidence  suggests 
that  coal  production  potential  will.  In  fact, 
considerably  exceed  all  demand  for  the  years 
pertinent  to  this  proposed  order. 

The  coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  re¬ 
gional  supply/demand  relationships  related 
to  the  MFBI’s  location.  FEA  observes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  MFBI  could  purchase  coal  in 
other  markets  as  such  production  becomes 
available.  (The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Ex¬ 
panded  Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern 
and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and 
Beyond,  School  of  Engineering,  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1976.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  con¬ 
sidered  the  availability  of  national  coal 
transportation  facilities.  Generally,  FEA 
considers  construction  lead  times  pertinent 
to  MFBI’s  in  the  early-planning  process  to 
be  sufficient  to  allow  owners  to  secure  ap¬ 
propriate  coal  transportation  and  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  prior  to  becoming  opera¬ 
tional. 

n.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider. — A.  The  existence  and  effects  of  any 
contractual  commitment  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  MFBI.  FEA  has  considered  the 
existence  and  effects  of  any  contractual 
commitment  for  the  construction  of  the 
MFBI  which  the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA 
In  a  Schedule  of  Plan  Change  Costs  attach¬ 
ment  to  a  Form  FEA  C-607-8-0  Schedule 
A-3,  or  otherwise.  FEA  has  considered  the 
additional  co6ts  which  would  be  Incurred  In 
connection  with  existing  contractual  com¬ 
mitments  should  FEA  require  that  the  MFBI 
be  designed  and  constructed  to  be  capable 
of  using  coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source. 
Accordingly,  FEA  has  Included  these  costs 
In  Its  consideration  of  the  capability  of  the 
owner  to  recover  any  Increase  In  capital 
Investment  required  as  a  resut  of  a  Con¬ 
struction  Order. 


These  findings,  determinations  and  con¬ 
siderations,  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA, 
are  based  on  the  information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Construction  Order. 

Kimberly-Clark  Corporation  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  "owner”.  Memphis  Mill  Boiler 
6  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  “MFBI”. 

I.  Proposed  findings. 

A.  The  MFBI  is  in  the  early  planning 
process.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  Informa¬ 
tion  submitted  to  FEA  by  the  owner  on 


3.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered,  In  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
and  to  recover  the  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of 
a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  the  MFBI  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source.  This  cal¬ 
culation  Is  based  on  existing  FEA  Informa¬ 
tion  and  analysis,  as  well  as  Information 
filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning 
the  cost  of  equipment  and  facilities  that 
would  have  to  be  acquired.  Approximate 
costs  to  comply  with  applicable  environ¬ 
mental  protection  requirements  have  also 
been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the  in¬ 
creased  capital  investment.  This  analysis  Is 
based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner’s  cur¬ 
rent  financial  position  as  reported  In  the 
Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book.  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  has  performed 
an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  finan¬ 
cial  capability.  In  those  cases  in  which  an 
independent  analysis  of  the  owner's  ability  to 
recover  the  additional  capital  Investment 
was  performed,  FEA  related  the  additional 
capital  Investment  costs  discussed  in  para¬ 
graph  B.I.,  above,  and  the  plan  change  costs 
discussed  in  paragraph  n.A.,  above,  to  the 
owner’s  net  property  and  plant  assets,  the 
owner’s  reported  recent  construction  ex¬ 
penditures  and  the  owner’s  equity. 

In  considering  the  owner’s  ability  to  re¬ 
cover  the  increased  capital  Investment  costs. 
FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
resulting  from  a  delay,  if  any.  In  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI  result¬ 
ing  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  owner’s 
historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  MFBI  after  construction  of 
40  years. 

In  light  of  such  considerations,  FEA  pre¬ 
sumes  that  the  owner’B  capability  to  recover 
any  Increase  In  capital  Is  confirmed  since 
the  owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  addi¬ 
tional  capital  for  construction  with  coal 
burning  capability  and  has  historically 
shown  a  profit  profile. 


Form  FEA  C-607-S-0  and  information  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  owner  In  response  to  subsequent 
Inquiry  to  assure  the  continued  applicability 
and  currency  of  such  information.  Includ¬ 
ing,  as  appropriate,  an  on-slte  inspection 
visit,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  MFBI 
Is  In  the  early  planning  process.  This  pro¬ 
posed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts,  assump¬ 
tions  and  reasoning  referenced  below: 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre¬ 
liminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  indicates  that  the 


Appendix— Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  or  Intention  To  Issue  A 
Construction  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determina¬ 
tions  and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  Issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel 
Burning  Installation  (MFBI) .  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions 
with  respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the 
MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No  Owner  Installation  Unit  Location 


OCU-4210-1-1  Kimberljr-Clark  Corp . Memphis  mill . .  . Boiler  5...  Memphis.  Tenn. 
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early  planning  process  for  this  MFBI  has  not 
terminated. 

3.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  MFBI 
meets  the  minimum  design  firing  rate 
requirement. 

B.  WifMn  the  terms  of  ESECA.  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  coal  Is  not  expected  to 
be  available.  This  proposed  determination  Is 
based  upon  the  facts,  interpretations  and  as¬ 
sumptions  stated  below: 

1.  Coal  availability. — (a)  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  shows 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”]).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies  re¬ 
ferenced  herein,  with  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability. 

(b)  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  coal  production  (derived  from  re¬ 
sponses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  should  be  sufficient 
production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total  national 
demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans 
for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully  devel¬ 
oped  because  few  coal  producers  have  firm 
expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  into 
the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1986  al¬ 
ready  meets  over  99  percent  of  the  total 
U.S.  demand  expected  In  1965.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

(1)  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserv¬ 
atively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 


•  Production 

potential 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  . .  732.  3 

1978  . 791.8 

1979  . 851.4 

1980  . 911.7 

1981  _ _ 960.0 

1982  .  994.3 

1983  _ 1,017.4 

1984  . .  1,028.7 

1985  _  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Cool  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report"), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  - 1 - 134.3 

1979  - -  243.  1 

1980  _  293.  3 

1981  _ _ _  350.  0 

1982  _  369.  9 

1983  _  396.  2 

1984  - - -  475.5 

1985  .  544  9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusiie  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ 730 

1979  _  764 

1960 . - _ _  799 

1981  _ 842 

1982  . 887 

1983  . 935 

1984  .  985 

1985  . . 1,040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report”)  : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  . 11.0 

1979  _ 22.4 

1980  _ 32.  6 

1981  _ 35.8 

1982  .  57.4 

1983  _ 59.8 

1984  .  69.8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  coal  demand 
from  this  MFBI  and  from  all  other  MFBI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2(c)  of  ESECA  Is  not  Included  In  the 
total  national  demand  stated  In  paragraph 
1. (b)(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such 
MFBI’s  Is  also  not  calculated  In  currently 
projected  ESECA  generated  demand  since  It 
Is  Infeasible  to  anticipate  specific  quality 
cuaracterlstlcs  for  the  coal  that  will  be  re¬ 
quired  by  these  M FBI's  so  far  In  advance  of 
their  actual  construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
production  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future.  The  projection  for  national 
coal  prdouctlon  potential  In  1985  cited  In 
paragraph  2. (a),  above,  tends  to  underesti¬ 
mate  actual  production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  Increase  once  this  MFBI  and  others 
become  operational. 

FEA  expects,  however,  (based  on  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  “BOM  Survey”,  the  Coal  Mine  Ex¬ 
pansion  Study,  the  FEA  1976  National  Energy 
Outlook,  and  the  “Availability  Report”,  cited 
above)  that  national  coal  production  po¬ 
tential  will  substantially  exceed  the  total 
national  demand  for  coal  In  amounts  suf¬ 
ficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
potential  additional  demand  for  coal  If  all 
MFBI’s  currently  under  consideration  were 
to  receive  Construction  Orders  under  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA. 
FEA  has  been  unable  to  determine  that  coal 
Is  not  expected  to  be  available  for  this  MFBI 
once  It  becomes  operational.  The  best  avail¬ 
able  evidence  suggests  that  coal  production 
potential  will.  In  fact,  considerably  exceed 
all  demand  for  the  years  pertinent  to  this 
proposed  order. 

The  coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location.  FEA  observes,  however,  that 


the  MFBI  could  purchase  coal  In  other 
markets  as  such  production  becomes  avail¬ 
able.  (The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Ex¬ 
pended  Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern 
and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and 
Beyond,  School  of  Engineering,  University 
of  Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1975.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally.  FEA  considers 
construction  lead  times  pertinent  to  MFBI's 
In  the  early-planning  process  to  be  sufficient 
to  allow  owners  to  secure  appropriate  coal 
transportation  and  coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  prior  to  becoming  operational. 

II.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider. 

A.  The  existence  and  effects  of  any  con¬ 
tractual  commitment  for  the  construction 
of  the  MFBI.  FEA  has  considered  the  exist¬ 
ence  and  effects  of  any  contractual  commit¬ 
ment  for  the  construction  of  the  MFBI  which 
the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA  In  a  Schedule 
of  Plan  Change  Costs  f  ttachment  to  a  Form 
FEA  C-607-S-0  Schedr  le  A  3,  or  otherwise. 
FEA  has  considered  the  additional  costs 
which  would  be  Incurred  In  connection  with 
existing  contractual  commitments  should 
FEA  require  that  the  MFBI  be  designed  and 
constructed  to  be  capable  of  using  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source.  Accordingly,  FEA  has 
Included  these  costs  In  Its  consideration  of 
the  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover  any 
Increase  In  capital  Investment  required  a6  a 
result  of  a  Construction  Order. 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  In  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered.  In  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
and  to  recover  the  Increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of 
a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  the  MFBI  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source  This  cal¬ 
culation  Is  based  on  existing  FEA  Informa¬ 
tion  and  analysis,  as  well  as  Information  filed 
with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the  cost 
of  equipment  and  facilities  that  would  have 
to  be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to  comply 
with  applicable  environmental  protection  re¬ 
quirements  have  also  been  considered,  In¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  compliance  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  dean 
Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the 
increased  capital  investment.  This  analysis 
Is  based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner’s 
current  financial  position  as  reported  In 
the  Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book, 
(March  1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  has 
performed  an  Independent  analysts  of  the 
owner’s  financial  capability.  In  those  eases 
in  which  an  Independent  analysis  of  the 
owner’s  ability  to  recover  the  additional 
capital  lnvdbtment  was  'performed,  FEA  re¬ 
lated  the  additional  capital  Investment  costs 
discussed  In  paragraph  B.I.,  above,  and  the 
plan  change  costs  discussed  In  paragraph 
HA,  above,  to  the  owner's  net  property  and 
plant  assets,  the  owner's  reported  recent 
construction  expenditures  and  the  owner’s 
equity. 

In  considering  the  owner’s  ability  to  re¬ 
cover  the  Increased  capital  Investment  costs. 
FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
resulting  from  a  delay,  if  any.  In  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  own- 
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er’s  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed  any  Increase  In  capital  is  confirmed  since 
useful  life  of  the  MFBI  after  construction  of  the  owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  ad- 
40  years.  ditlonal  capital  for  construction  with  coal 

In  light  of  such  considerations,  FEA  pre-  burning  capability  and  has  historically 
sumes  that  the  owner’s  capability  to  recover  shown  a  profit  profile. 

Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  A 

Construction  Order 


ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determinations 
and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  its  proposed  conclusions  with 
respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s 
named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 

Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  Location 

OCU-4920-1-1  Phillip  Morris,  Tne. /Miller  Brew  Eden  plant  Combustion  engineer-  Eden,  N  C 


OCU-4920-1-2  ing  Co. 
OCU-4920-1-3 


These  findings,  determinations  and  con¬ 
siderations,  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA, 
are  based  on  the  information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Construction  Order. 

Phillip  Morris,  Incorporated/MUler  Brew¬ 
ing  Company  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
"owner”.  Eden  Plant  Combustion  Engineer¬ 
ing,  Riley  1  and  Riley  2  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  "MFBI's”. 

I.  Proposed  findings. — A.  The  MFBI’s  are 
in  the  early  planning  process.  Based  on  an 
analysis  of  the  information  submitted  to 
FEA  by  the  owner  on  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
and  Information  provided  by  the  owner  in 
response  to  subsequent  inquiry  to  assure 
the  continued  applicability  and  currency  of 
such  Information,  including,  as  appropriate, 
an  on-site  Inspection  visit,  FEA  proposes  to 
find  that  the  MFBI’s  are  in  the  early  plan¬ 
ning  process.  This  proposed  finding  is  based 
on  the  facts,  assumptions  and  reasoning 
referenced  below: 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C  607-8-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  Indicates  that  the 
early  planning  process  for  these  MFBI’s  has 
not  terminated. 

3.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the 
MFBI’s  meet  the  minimum  design  firing 
rate  requirement. 

B.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  coal  is  not  expected  to 
be  available.  This  proposed  determination 
is  based  upon  the  facts.  Interpretations  and 
assumptions  stated  below : 

1.  Coal  availability,  (a)  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  tor 
the  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Btse  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
thereafter  "BOM  Survey”]).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  PEA  has  examined  several  studies  ref¬ 
erenced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability. 

(b)  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  ooal 


ing. 

Riley  1 
Riley  2 

demand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980. 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  over  99  percent  of  the  total 
U.S.  demand  expected  In  1985.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned 
production. 

(1)  National  coal  production.  It  Is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  prac¬ 
ticable  to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  _ 732.3 

1978  . .  791  6 

1979  . . . —  _  851.4 

3980  _  911.7 

1981  . 960.0 

1982  . . . . .  994.  3 

1983  _  1.017.4 

1984  _ 1,028.7 

1986  . 1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
ooal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977  (hereafter  "Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  *  ( million  tons) 

1978  .  124.3 

1979  . .  243  1 

1980  - .  293.3 

1981  . . .  850.0 

1982  .  369.9 

1983  .  396.2 

1984  .  476.5 

1985  . * .  544  9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  ot  Section  2(a)  at  ESECA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 
look) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  . - .  842 

1982  . 887 

1983  _ 935 

1984  _  985 

1985  . . 1.040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more 
than  the  following  ("Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ 11.0 

1979  _ _ _  22.4 

1980  _ 32.  6 

1981  _  35. 8 

1982  . . . .  57.  4 

1983  _ 59.8 

1984  _  59. 8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  ooal  demand 
from  these  MFBI’s  and  from  all  other  MFBI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA  is  not  Included  in  the  total 
national  demand  stated  in  paragraph  l.(b) 
(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such  MFBI's 

.is  also  not  calculated  In  currently  projected 
ESECA  generated  demand  since  it  is  infeasi¬ 
ble  to  anticipate  specific  quality  characteris¬ 
tics  for  the  ooal  that  will  be  required  by 
these  MFBI’s  so  far  in  advance  of  their  actual 
construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
production  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully  de¬ 
veloped  because  few  coal  producers  have  firm 
expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  into  the 
future.  The  projection  for  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  potential  in  1985  cited  In  paragraph 
2.(a),  above  tends  to  underestimate  actual 
production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  Increase  once  these  MFBI’s  and 
others  become  operational  FEA  expects,  how¬ 
ever,  (based  on  an  analysis  of  the  “BOM 
Survey”,  the  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study,  the 
FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook,  and  the 
"Availability  Report”,  cited  above)  that  na¬ 
tional  coal  production  potential  will  sub- 
s tan  tally  exceed  the  total  national  demand 
for  coal  in  amounts  sufficient  In  any  year 
to  meet  the  estimated  potential  additional 
demand  for  coal  If  all  MFBI’s  currently  un¬ 
der  consideration  were  to  receive  Construc¬ 
tion  Orders  under  Section  2(c)  of  ESECA 
Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has  been 
unable  to  determine  that  coal  Is  not  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  available  for  these  MFBI's  once 
they  become  operational.  The  best  available 
evidence  suggests  that  coal  production  po¬ 
tential  will,  in  fact,  considerably  exceed  all 
demand  for  the  years  pertinent  to  this  pro¬ 
posed  order. 

The  ooal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably 
be  bought  from  producers  according  to  re¬ 
gional  supply/demand  relationships  related 
to  the  MFBI’s  looatlon.  FEA  observes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  MFBI's  oould  purchase  coal  In 
other  markets  as  such  production  becomes 
available.  (The  Feasibility  of  Considering 
Expanded  Use  of  Western  Ooal  by  Midwest- 
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era  and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978 
and  Beyond,  School  of  Enginering  University 
of  Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1975.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  PEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally,  PEA  considers 
construction  lead  times  pertinent  to  MFBI’s 
in  the  early-planning  process  to  be  sufficient 
to  allow  owners  to  secure  appropriate  coal 
transportation  and  coal  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  prior  to  becoming  operational. 

II.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider. — A.  The  existence  and  effects  of 
any  contractual  commitment  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  MFBI's.  FEA  has  considered 
the  existence  and  effects  of  any  contractual 
commitment  for  the  construction  of  the 
MFBI’s  which  the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA 
in  a  Schedule  of  Plan  Change  Costs  attach¬ 
ment  to  a  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0  Schedule  A-3, 
or  otherwise.  FEA  has  considered  the  addi¬ 
tional  costs  which  would  be  incurred  In  con¬ 
nection  with  existing  contractural  commit¬ 
ments  should  FEA  require  that  the  MFBI’s 
be  designed  and  constructed  to  be  capable 
of  using  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 
Accordingly,  FEA  has  Included  these  costs 
in  Its  consideration  of  the  capability  of  the 
owner  to  recover  any  increase  In  capital  In¬ 
vestment  required  as  a  result  of  a  Construc¬ 
tion  Order. 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered,  In  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
and  to  recover  the  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of 
a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required 
as  a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  the  MFBI's  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source.  This  cal¬ 
culation  Is  based  on  existing  FEA  informa¬ 
tion  and  analysis,  as  well  as  information  filed 
with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the  cost 
of  equipment  and  facilities  that  would  have 
to  be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to  com¬ 
ply  with  applicable  environmental  protection 
requirements  have  also  been  considered,  in¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  compliance  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the  in¬ 
creased  capital  investment.  This  analysis 
Is  based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner's 
current  financial  position  as  reported  dn  the 
Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book.  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  has  performed 
an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner's  fi¬ 
nancial  capability.  In  those  cases  In  which 
an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner's  abil¬ 
ity  to  recover  the  additional  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  was  performed,  FEA  related  the  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  Investment  costs  discussed 
In  paragraph  B.I.,  above,  and  the  plan 
change  costs  discussed  In  paragraph  II.  A., 
above,  to  the  owner’s  net  property  and  plant 
assets,  the  owner's  reported  recent  construc¬ 
tion  expenditures  and  the  owner's  equity. 

In  considering  the  owner's  ability  to  re¬ 
cover  the  Increased  capital  Investment  costs, 
FEA  has  compared  these  increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
resulting  from  a  delay,  if  any.  In  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI’s  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  own¬ 
er’s  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed 
useful  life  of  the  MFBI's  after  construction 
of  40  years.  In  light  of  such  considerations. 
FEA  presumes  that  the  owner’s  capability 
to  recover  any  Increase  In  capital  is  con¬ 
firmed  since  the  owner  can  both  raise  the 
necessary  additional  capital  for  construction 
with  coal  burning  capability  and  has  histor¬ 
ically  shown  a  profit  profile. 
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Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  foe  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  A 

Construction  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determinations 
and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  Issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  (MFBI).  FEA's  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions  with 
respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBIs 
named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


l>ocket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit 

Location 

OCTJ -3280-1-1 

B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.  H.  F.  Good¬ 
rich  Chemical  Co. 

Louisville  jilant 

V  Boiler”.. 

Louisville.  Kv. 

These  findings,  determinations  and  con¬ 
siderations.  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA. 
are  based  on  the  Information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Construction  Order. 

B.  F.  Goodrich  Company  B.  F.  Goodrich 
Chemical  Company  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “owner”.  Louisville  Plant  Bo'ler  7  shall 
be  referred  to  as  the  ‘  MFBI  ". 

I.  Proposed  findings. 

A.  The  MFBI  is  in  the  early  planning  proc¬ 
ess.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  Information 
submitted  to  FEA  by  the  owner  on  Form  FEA 
C-607-S-0  and  information  provided  by  the 
owner  in  response  to  subsequent  inquiry  to 
assure  the  continued  applicability  and  cur¬ 
rency  of  such  information.  Including,  as  ap¬ 
propriate,  an  on-slte  Inspection  visit,  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  MFBI  Is  in  the 
early  planning  process.  This  proposed  find¬ 
ing  Is  based  on  the  facts,  assumptions  and 
reasoning  referenced  below: 

1.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607  S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre¬ 
liminary  feasibility  study  was  completed. 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or 
otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  Indicates  that  the 
early  planning  process  for  this  MFBI  has 
not  terminated. 

3.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C  -607  S-0 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  MFBI 
meets  the  minimum  design  firing  rate  re¬ 
quirement. 

B.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
and  reliable  supply  of  coal  is  not  expected 
to  be  available.  This  proposed  determination 
Is  based  upon  the  facts.  Interpretations  and 
assumptions  stated  below: 

1.  Coal  availability,  (a)  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
( Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”! ) .  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies  ref¬ 
erenced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability. 

(b)  National  coal  production  and  demand 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  coal  production  (derived  from  re¬ 
sponses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  should  be  sufficient 
production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total  national 
demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans 
for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully  devel¬ 
oped  because  few  coal  producers  have  firm 


expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  into 
the  future:  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  over  99  percent  of  the  total 
US.  demand  expected  In  1985.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production.  (1)  National  coal  production. 
It  is  conservatively  estimated  that  It  will  be 
practicable  to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at 
least  the  following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  . . . - . .  732.3 

1978  . . 791.6 

1979  _  851.4 

1980  . 911.7 

1981  . . - . .  960.0 

1982  _ 994.3 

1983  . 1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  . 1.029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA's  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report. 
April  1977  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”), 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year :  ( million  tons ) 

1978  .  124.3 

1979  .  243.  1 

1980  . . . . .  293.3 

1981  . . .  350.0 

1982  _ _ _ _  369.9 

1983  . . .  396.2 

1984  . *75.5 

1986  .  544.9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is 
as  follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 


look)  : 

Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  .  730 

1979  _ _ v _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  . 842 

1982  . 887 

1983  . 935 

1984  . 985 

1985  .  1.040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 
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Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
( million  tons) 

_  11.0 

_  22. 4 

_  32  5 

_  35. 8 

_  57. 4 

_  59. 8 

. .  59.8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  ooal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures, 
and  none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  atten¬ 
tion. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  coal  demand 
from  this  MFBI  and  from  all  other  MFBI's 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA  Is  not  included  in  the  total 
national  demand  stated  In  paragraph  l.(b) 
(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such  MFBI’s 
Is  also  not  calculated  in  currently  projected 
ESECA  generated  demand  since  It  Is  In¬ 
feasible  to  anticipate  speclfiic  quality 
characteristics  for  the  coal  that  will  be 
required  by  these  MFBI’s  so  far  In  advance 
of  their  actual  construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal 
production  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future.  The  projection  for  national 
coal  production  potential  In  1985  cited  In 
paragraph  2. (a),  above,  tends  to  underesti¬ 
mate  actual  production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  Increase  once  this  MFBI  and  others 
become  operational. 

FEA  expects,  however,  (based  on  an  an¬ 
alysis  of  the  "BOM  Survey",  the  Coal  Mine 
Expansion  Study,  the  TEA  1976  National 
Energy  Outlook,  and  the  “Availability  Re¬ 
port”,  cited  above)  that  national  coal 
production  potential  will  substantially  ex¬ 
ceed  the  total  national  demand  for  coal 
In  amounts  sufficient  In  any  year  to  meet 
the  estimated  potential  additional  demand 
for  coal  If  all  MFBI’s  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration  were  to  receive  Construction 
Orders  under  Section  2(c)  of  ESECA.  Within 
the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has  been  unable 
to  determine  that  coal  Is  not  expected  to 
be  available  for  this  MFBI  once  It  becomes 
operational.  The  best  available  evidence  sug¬ 
gests  that  coal  production  potential  will.  In 
fact,  considerably  exceed  all  demand  for 
the  years  pertinent  to  this  proposed  order. 

The  coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably 
be  bought  from  producers  according  to 
regional  supply /demand  relationships  re¬ 
lated  to  the  MFBI’s  location.  FEA  observes.' 
however,  that  the  MFBI  could  purchase  coal 
in  other  markets  as  such  production  be¬ 
comes  available.  (The  Feasibility  of  Con¬ 
sidering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal  by 
Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing.  University  of  Pennsylvania.  November 
7,  1975.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally,  FEA  considers 
construction  lead  times  pertinent  to  MFBI's 
In  the  early-planning  process  to  be  sufficient 
to  allow  owners  to  secure  appropriate  coal 
transportation  and  coal  transportation  facil¬ 
ities  prior  to  becoming  operational. 

II.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider.  A.  The  existence  and  effects  of  any 
contractual  commitment  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  MFBI.  FEA  has  considered  the 


existence  and  effects  of  any  contractual  com-  pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Clean 
mitment  for  the  construction  of  the  MFBI  Air  Act. 

which  the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA  In  a  2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the  in- 
Scheduie  of  Plan  Change  Costs  attachment  creased  capital  investment.  This  analysis  is 
to  a  Form  FEA  C -607-8— 0  Schedule  A-3,  or  based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner’s 
otherwise.  FEA  has  considered  the  additional  current  financial  position  as  reported  in  the 
costs  which  would  be  incurred  in  connec-  Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March 
tion  with  existing  contractual  commitments  1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  has  performed 
should  FEA  require  that  the  MFBI  be  de-  an  independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  fi- 
signed  and  constructed  to  be  capable  of  using  nancl&l  capability.  In  those  cases  in  which 
coal  as  its  primary  energy  source.  According-  an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  abil- 
ly,  FEA  has  included  these  costs  In  its  con-  ity  to  recover  the  additional  capital  lnvest- 
sideration  of  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  ment  was  performed,  FEA  related  the  addi- 
recover  any  Increase  in  capital  Investment  tional  capital  Investment  costs  discussed  in 
required  as  a  result  of  a  Construction  Order,  paragraph  B.I.,  above,  and  the  plan  change 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover  costs  discussed  in  paragraph  n.A.,  above,  to 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment  the  owner's  net  property  and  plant  assets. 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order,  tbe  owner’s  reported  recent  construction  ex- 
FEA  has  considered,  in  the  manner  described  pendltures  and  the  owner’s  equity, 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  In  considering  the  owner’s  ability  to  re- 
and  to  recover  the  increased  capital  Invest-  cover  the  Increased  capital  Investment  costs, 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of  FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
a  Construction  Order.  demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 

1.  Increased  capital  investment  required  as  the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has  resulting  from  a  delay,  if  any,  in  the  corn- 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  investment  mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI  re- 
oo6 ts  required  in  order  to  design  and  con-  suiting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  own- 
struct  the  MFBI  to  be  capable  of  burning  er’s  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed 
coal  as  its  primary  energy  source.  This  ealeu-  useful  life  of  the  MFBI  after  construction  of 
lation  is  based  on  existing  FEA  Information  40  years. 

and  analysis,  as  well  as  information  filed  in  light  of  such  considerations,  FEA  pre- 
wlth  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the  cost  sumes  that  the  owner’s  capability  to  recover 
of  equipment  and  facilities  that  would  have  any  Increase  in  capital  Is  oonflrmed  since  the 
to  be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to  comply  owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  addition  - 
with  applicable  environmental  protection  re-  al  capital  for  construction  with  coal  burn- 
qulrements  have  also  been  considered,  in-  ing  capability  and  has  historically  shown  a 
eluding  the  cost  of  compliance  with  the  air  profit  profile. 

Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  a 

Construction  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  and  determinations 
and  to  consider  certain  factors  before  Issuing  a  Construction  Order  to  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well  as  Its  proposed  conclusions  with 
respect  to  the  factors  FEA  has  considered,  are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s 
named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  Location 

OCU-2820-1-1  Federal  Paper  Board  Co.,  Inc _ Rleglewood  opera-  Power  boiler  5..  Rleglewood.  N.C. 

dons.  ^ 

These  findings,  determinations  and  com  .d-  meets  the  minimum  design  firing  rate  re- 
erations,  which  are  now  proposed  by  FEA,  quirement, 

are  based  on  the  Information  that  has  been  b.  Within  the  terms  of  ESECA,  FEA  has 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to  been  unable  to  determine  that  an  adequate 
the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention  and  reliable  supply  of  coal  is  not  expected  to 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Construction  Order.  be  available.  This  proposed  determination  i,s 

Federal  Paper  Board  Company,  Incorpo-  based  upon  the  facts,  Interpretations  and 
rated  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  ‘‘owner’’,  assumptions  stated  below: 

Rieglewood  Operations  Power  Boiler  5  shall  j  coal  availability. — (a)  National  coal  rc- 
be  referred  to  as  the  "MFBI".  serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 

I.  Proposed  findings.  than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 

A.  The  MFBI  is  in  the  early  planning  proc-  ^he  future.  United  States  Department  of  the 
ess.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  information  interior.  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
submitted  to  FEA  by  the  owner  on  Form  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
FEA  C-607-S-0  and  information  provided  by  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is  currently 
the  owner  in  response  to  subsequent  Inquiry  technically  and  economically  recoverable 
to  assure  the  continued  applicability  and  ( Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
currency  of  such  information,  including,  as  United  states,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu- 
appropriate,  an  on-site  Inspection  visit,  FEA  ary  t  1974  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
proposes  to  find  that  the  MFBI  is  in  the  [hereafter  "BOM  Survey’’l).  Within  these 
early  planning  process.  This  proposed  finding  recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
ls  based  on  the  facts,  assumptions  and  rea-  non  tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by  weight, 
soning  referenced  below :  To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 

1.  Schedule  A— 2  of  Form  FEA  C— 607— S— 0  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  pre-  FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
llminary  feasibility  study  was  completed.  herein  which  together  provide  the  best  cur- 

2.  Information  supplied  by  the  owner  or  rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability, 

otherwise  acquired  by  FEA  indicates  that  the  (b)  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
early  planning  process  for  this  MFBI  has  not  The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
terminated.  national  coal  production,  national  coal  de- 

S.  Schedule  A-2  of  Form  FEA  C-607-S-0  mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
submitted  by  the  owner  shows  that  the  MFEI  planned  coal  production  (derived  from  re- 
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sponses  to  a  survey  of  oo&l  producing  com¬ 
panies)  shows  that  there  should  be  sufficient 
Op  31-10;  J.  90-000;  Pol.  1122;  Mach.  68 
production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total  national 
demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans 
for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully  devel¬ 
oped  because  few  coal  producers  have  firm 
expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  Into 
the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985  al¬ 
ready  meets  over  99%  of  the  total  U.S.  de¬ 
mand  expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

(1)  National  coal  production.  It  is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practi¬ 
cable  to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1977  _  732.  3 

1978  _ _ _  791.  6 

1979  . - _ _ _  851.4 

1980  _  911.7 

1981  . 960.0 

1982  _ 994.3 

1983  _ 1.017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  _ 1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide 
production  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Year: 


Production 
( million  tons ) 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


124.  3 
243.  1 
293.  3 
350.  0 
369.  9 
396.2 
475.  5 
544.9 


(2)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as  fol¬ 
lows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Dev. -nd 

Year:  *  (million  tons) 

1978  730 

1979  784 

1980  799 

1981  842 

1982  887 

1983  935 

1985  985 

1985  .  1, 040 


(3)  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  all  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  BSBCA  is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year :  ( million  tons ) 

1978  . H.O 

1979  . 22.4 

1980  . 82.5 

1981  .  35.8 

1982  . 57.4 

1983  _ 59.8 

1984  .  59.8 


(c)  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 

(d)  Conclusion.  Potential  coal  demand 
from  this  MFBI  and  from  all  other  MFBI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  to 
receive  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Con¬ 
struction  Orders  under  authority  of  Section 
2(c)  of  ESECA  Is  not  Included  In.  the  total 
national  demand  stated  In  paragraph  l.(b) 
(2),  above.  Coal  demand  from  such  MFBI's 
is  also  not  calculated  In  currently  projected 
ESECA  generated  demand  since  It  Is  Infea¬ 
sible  to  anticipate  specific  quality  character¬ 
istics  for  the  coal  that  will  be  required  by 
these  MFBI's  so  far  in  advance  of  their  actual 
construction. 

As  noted  previously,  plans  for  new  coal  pro¬ 
duction  beyond  1980  are  not  yet  fully  devel¬ 
oped  because  few  coal  producers  have  firm 
expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  Into 
the  future.  The  projection  for  national  coal 
production  potential  In  1985  cited  in  para¬ 
graph  2. (a),  above,  tends  to  underestimate 
actual  production  potential. 

FEA  has  considered  these  facts  and  the 
fact  that  the  potential  annual  demand  for 
coal  will  Increase  once  this  MFBI  and  others 
become  operational. 

FEA  expects,  however,  (based  on  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  "BOM  Survey”,  the  Coal  Mine  Ex¬ 
pansion  Study,  the  FEA  1976  National  Energy 
Outlook,  and  the  “Availability  Report,”  cited 
above)  that  national  coal  production  poten¬ 
tial  will  substantially  exceed  the  total  na¬ 
tional  demand  for  coal  in  amounts  suffi¬ 
cient  In  any  year  to  met  the  estimated  po¬ 
tential  additional  demand  for  coal  if  all 
MFBI's  currently  under  consideration  were 
to  receive  Construction  Orders  under  Sec¬ 
tion  2(c)  of  ESECA.  Within  the  terms  of 
ESECA.  FEA  has  been  unable  to  determine 
that  coal  Is  not  expected  to  be  available  for 
this  MFBI  once  It  becomes  operational.  The 
best  available  evidence  suggests  that  coal 
production  potential  will.  In  fact,  consider¬ 
ably  exceed  all  demand  for  the  years  per¬ 
tinent  to  this  proposed  order. 

The  coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI’s  location.  FEA  observes,  however,  that 
the  MFBI  could  purchase  coal  In  other  mar¬ 
kets  as  such  production  becomes  available. 
(The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded 
Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  East¬ 
ern  Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond. 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  November  7, 1975.) 

(e)  Coal  transportation.  FEA  has  consid¬ 
ered  the  availability  of  national  coal  trans¬ 
portation  facilities.  Generally.  FEA  considers 
construction  lead  times  pertinent  to  MFBI's 
in  the  early-planning  process  to  be  sufficient 
to  allow  owners  to  secure  appropriate  coal 
transportation  and  ooal  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  prior  to  becoming  operational. 


n.  Factors  which  ESECA  requires  FEA  to 
consider. 

A.  The  existence  and  effects  of  any  con¬ 
tractual  commitment  for  the  construction 
of  the  MFBI.  FEA  has  considered  the  exist¬ 
ence  and  effects  of  any  contractual  commit¬ 
ment  for  the  construction  of  the  MFBI  which 
the  owner  has  reported  to  FEA  in  a  Schedule 
of  Plan  Change  Costs  attachment  to  a  Form 
FEA  C-607-S-0  Schedule  A-3,  or  otherwise. 
FEA  has  considered  the  additional  costs 
which  would  be  incurred  in  connection  with 
existing  contractual  commitments  should 
FEA  require  that  the  MFBI  be  designed  and 
constructed  to  be  capable  of  using  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source.  Accordingly.  FEA  has 
Included  these  costs  In  Its  consideration  of 
the  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover  any 
Increase  In  capital  investment  required  as  a 
result  of  a  Construction  Order. 

B.  The  capability  of  the  owner  to  recover 
any  increase  in  projected  capital  investment 
required  as  a  result  of  a  construction  order. 
FEA  has  considered.  In  the  manner  described 
below,  the  capability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
and  to  recover  the  Increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  expected  to  result  from  the  Issuance  of 
a  Construction  Order. 

1.  Increased  capital  ini'estment  required  as 
a  result  of  a  construction  order.  FEA  has 
evaluated  the  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  In  order  to  design  and  con¬ 
struct  the  MFBI  to  be  capable  of  burning 
coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source.  This  cal¬ 
culation  Is  based  on  existing  FEA  Informa¬ 
tion  and  analysis,  as  well  as  Information  filed 
with  FEA  by  the  owner  concerning  the  cost 
of  equipment  and  facilities  that  would  have 
to  be  acquired.  Approximate  costs  to  comply 
with  applicable  environmental  protection 
requirements  have  also  been  considered,  In¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  compliance  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act. 

2.  Capability  of  the  owner  to  raise  the 
increased  capital  investment.  This  analysis 
Is  based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  owner’s 
current  financial  position  as  reported  In  the 
Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book,  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary.  FEA  has  performed 
an  independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  fi¬ 
nancial  capability.  In  those  cases  In  which 
an  Independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s 
ability  to  recover  the  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  was  performed,  FEA  related  the 
additional  capital  Investment  costs  discussed 
In  paragraph  B.I.,  above,  and  the  plan  change 
costs  discussed  In  paragraph  H.A.,  above,  to 
the  owner’s  net  property  and  plant  assets, 
the  owner's  reported  recent  construction  ex¬ 
penditures  and  the  owner’s  equity. 

In  considering  the  owner's  ability  to  re¬ 
cover  the  Increased  capital  Investment  costs, 
FEA  has  compared  these  Increased  costs,  the 
demonstrated  ability  of  the  owner  to  raise 
the  additional  capital,  any  loss  of  revenue 
resulting  from  a  delay,  If  any,  In  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  operations  of  the  MFBI  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Construction  Order,  the  own¬ 
er's  historical  profit  profile,  and  a  presumed 
useful  life  of  the  MFBI  after  construction 
of  40  years. 

In  light  of  such  considerations,  FEA  pre¬ 
sumes  that  the  owner’s  capability  to  recover 
any  Increase  In  capital  is  confirmed  since  the 
owner  can  both  raise  the  necessary  additional 
capital  for  construction  with  coal  burning 
capability  and  has  historically  shown  a 
profit  profile. 

(FR  Doc.77-13701  Filed  5-13-77:8:45  am) 
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ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intent  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  To  Certain  Installations 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  Section  2  (a)  and 
(b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination  Act  of  1974,  as  amended 
(ESECA) ,  and  Title  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CFR) ,  Parts  303  and  305  to 
the  following  installations: 


Docket  No. 


Installs  tlon 


Unit  No. 


Location 


OCU-0342 

OCU-0651 

OCU-0778 

OCTJ-0991 


OCU-1396 
OC  0-2057 
OCU-2612 
OCC-3066 


Union  Camp  Corp... _ _  Savannah  plant . . 

Scott  Paper  Co _ _ Mobile  plant _ 

International  Paper  Co _ Vicksburg  plant _ 

Continental  Forest  Industries,  PortWentworth  mill... 

a  member  of  the  Continental 
Group,  Inc. 

Weyerhaeuser  Co _ Plymouth  plant _ 

Monsanto  Co _ Pensacola  plant _ 

Bowater  Southern  Paper  Corp _ Calhoun  mill _ 

Westvaco  Corp . . .  Charleston  plant _ 


10  Savannah,  Oa. 

4.8  Mobile,  Ala. 

1  Vicksburg,  Miss. 
1,2, 8, 4  PortWentworth, 
Oa. 

2, 3  Plymouth,  N.C. 

1,2, 3, 4, 8,8  Pensacola,  Fla. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 8  Calhoun,  Term. 
4,6  Charleston,  8.C. 


FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the 
opportunity  for  oral  and  written  pres¬ 
entation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments 
by  interested  persons  regarding  these 
proposed  Prohibition  Orders. 

The  proposed  orders  would  prohibit 
the  above-named  installations  from 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  to  an  installation,  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and 
305.4(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the 
installation  had  the  capability  and  nec¬ 
essary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal  as 
of  June  22,  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order 
may  not  be  Issued  unless  FEA  can  And 
that  the  prohibition  of  the  utilization  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a 
primary  energy  source  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA 
and  that  coal  and  coal  transportation 
facilities  will  be  available  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be  in 
effect.  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well 
as  its  proposed  conclusions  and  rationale 
with  respect  to  these  findings,  for  each 
Installation  are  set  out  in  the  Appendix 
to  this  notice.  These  findings,  conclu¬ 
sions,  and  rationale  may  be  amended  as 
a  result  of  comments  received  by  FEA 
pursuant  to  this  notice  and  other  in¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA.  The  find¬ 
ings,  conclusions,  and  rationale  will  be 
Included,  with  any  amendments,  for 
each  Prohibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

Upon  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  de¬ 
termine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
some  or  all  of  the  above-named  instal¬ 
lations.  These  Prohibition  Orders  will 
not  become  effective,  however,  until  (1) 
either  (a)  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
notifies  the  FEA,  in  accordance  with 
Section  119(d)(1)(B)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act,  that  the  installation  is  able  to  bum 
coal  and  to  comply  with  all  applicable 
air  pollution  control  requirements 
without  a  compliance  date  extension 
under  Section  119(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b) 
If  such  notification  is  not  given  by  EPA, 
the  date  that  the  Administrator  of  EPA 
certifies,  pursuant  to  Section  119(d)(1) 
(B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  is  the  earliest 
date  that  the  installation  will  be  able  to 
comply  with  all  applicable  requirements 
of  Section  119  of  that  Act,  and  (2)  FEA 


has  considered  the  environmental  Im¬ 
pact  of  making  the  order  effective,  pur¬ 
suant  to  10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and  305.9, 
and  has  served  the  affected  Installation 
with  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  10  CFR  303.10(b),  303.37(b), 
and  305.7.  The  date  the  Prohibition 
Order  will  be  effective  will  be  stated  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

10  CFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to 
an  installation,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  environmental  Impact  of 
the  issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  That  analysis  shall  result  in  either 
(1)  Issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  not,  If  made  effec¬ 
tive  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant  im¬ 
pact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  envi¬ 
ronment,  or  (2)  the  preparation  by  FEA 
of  an  environmental  impact  statement 
covering  significant  site-specific  Impacts 
that  are  likely  to  result  from  the  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  and  that  have  not  been  ade¬ 
quately  addressed  in  the  Final  Program¬ 
matic  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
or  in  other  official  documents  made  pub¬ 
licly  available.  If  FEA  prepares  an  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statement  covering 
significant  site-specific  impacts  resulting 
from  making  a  Prohibition  Order  effec¬ 
tive,  the  statement  shall  be  prepared  and 
published  for  comment  in  accordance 
with  Section  102(2)  (C)  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  prior 
to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 
Interested  persons  may  request  a  public 
hearing  pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  to 
comment  on  the  contents  of  a  draft  envi¬ 
ronmental  impact  statement.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  comments  regarding  any  impact 
on  air  quality  that  might  result  from  a 
proposed  Prohibition  Order,  however,  it 
should  be  recognized  that  ESECA  has 
assigned  to  EPA  the  primary  responsi¬ 
bility  for  analyzing  the  effect  of  any 
such  order  on  the  Nation’s  air  quality 
and  for  determining  the  applicable  air 
pollution  control  requirements  that  ap¬ 
ply  to  the  installation  that  has  been  is¬ 
sued  an  order.  It  is  expected  that,  in 
almost  every  case,  an  installation  to 
which  a  Prohibition  Order  is  issued  will 
be  eligible  to  apply  to  EPA  for  a  com¬ 
pliance  date  extension.  In  connection 
with  that  application,  EPA  must  also 
provide  an  opportunity  for  written  com¬ 


ment  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  by  interested  per¬ 
sons.  Enclosed  with  the  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness  may  be  a  compliance  reporting 
schedule  to  Insure  that  the  installation 
will  be  able  to  comply  with  the  prohi¬ 
bition  of  the  burning  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  as  a  primary  energy 
source  on  the  effective  date  specified  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposals  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  the  installa¬ 
tions  listed  above  is  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments.  Comments  should 
relate  to  Individual  docket  numbers  and 
should  make  clear  to  which  docket 
number  the  individual  comment  is 
addressed. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the 
adequacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the 
proposed  findings  and  the  conclusions 
and  rationale  in  support  of  these  find¬ 
ings,  (2)  the  environmental  impact  of 
making  effective  a  Prohibition  Order,  in¬ 
cluding  any  site-specific  environmental 
impacts,  and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or 
impacts  of  the  proposed  Prohibition 
Order  believed  to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  (a)  and 
(d)  and  305.5,  FEA  hereby  announces 
that  a  public  hearing  to  receive  oral 
presentation  of  data,  views,  and  argu¬ 
ments  of  interested  persons  will  be  held 
beginning  at  9  am.  on  May  26  and  27, 
1977,  at  the  Atlanta  Civic  Center,  Room 
104,  395  Piedmont  Avenue  NE.,  Atlanta, 
Georgia  30308.  Any  person  who  has  an 
Interest  in  the  subject  of  the  hearing 
or  who  Is  a  representative  of  a  group  or 
class  of  persons  which  has  an  Interest 
In  the  subject  of  the  hearing  may  make 
a  written  request,  or  a  verbal  request  if 
confirmed  in  writing,  for  an  opportunity 
to  make  an  oral  presentation.  That  re¬ 
quest  should  be  directed  to  Warren  Zurn, 
FEA  Region  TV,  1655  Peachtree  Street 
NE.,  Atlanta,  Georgia  30309,  405-881- 
4463.  The  request  should  be  received 
before  4:30  p.m.,  Friday  May  20,  1977. 
The  request  should  describe  the  person’s 
Interest  in  the  issue(s)  involved;  if  ap¬ 
propriate,  it  should  state  why  the  person 
is  an  appropriate  representative  of  the 
group  or  class  of  persons  which  has  such 
an  interest;  it  should  give  a  concise  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  proposed  oral  presentation 
and  a  phone  number  where  the  person 
may  be  contacted  through  May  25,  1977. 
Speakers  should  submit  ten  (10)  copies 
of  their  oral  presentation  if  possible,  un¬ 
less  such  presentation  is  less  than  five 
(5)  pages,  in  which  case  only  one  copy 
is  required,  to  Donald  Allen,  Regional 
Administrator,  Federal  Energy  Admin¬ 
istration,  1655  Peachtree  Street  N.E., 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30309,  before  4:30  p.m., 
Wednesday,  May  25,  1977.  Speakers  will 
be  contacted  by  an  FEA  representative 
before  4:30  p.m.,  Monday,  May  23,  1977, 
to  confirm  receipt  of  the  written  request. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and 
arguments  should  be  contained  in  a 
written  submission  in  support  of  the  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentation  it¬ 
self  should  be  a  summary  of  those 
written  comments. 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  42,  NO.  94 — MONDAY,  MAY  14,  1977 


NOTICES 


24901 


While  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at 
the  hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  request¬ 
ing  to  be  heard.  The  FEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all  rele¬ 
vant  data,  views,  and  arguments. 

An  FEA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  Dur¬ 
ing  oral  presentations  only  those  con¬ 
ducting  the  hearing  may  ask  questions. 
There  will  be  no  cross-examination.  At 
the  conclusion  of  all  initial  oral  presen- 
tations,  each  person  w-ho  has  made  an 
oral  statement  will  be  given  the  oppor¬ 
tunity,  if  he  or  she  so  desires,  to  make 
a  rebuttal  statement.  The  rebuttal  state¬ 
ments  will  be  given  in  the  order  in  which 
the  initial  statements  were  made  and 
will  be  subject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an 
oral  presentation.  The  presiding  officer 
will  determine  whether  to  ask  the  ques¬ 
tion,  having  first  determined  whether 
the  question  is  relevant,  and  whether 
adequate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  announced  by  the  presiding 
officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
comments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  Freedom  of  Information  Read¬ 
ing  Room,  Room  2107,  Federal  Building, 
12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20461,  and  the  FEA 
Regional  Office,  1655  Peachtree  Street 
NE.,  7th  Floor,  Atlanta,  Georgia  30309, 
between  the  hours  of  8  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday.  Anyone  may 
purchase  a  copy  of  the  transcript  from 
the  reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  with  respect  to 
these  proposed  Prohibition  Orders  to 
Executive  Communications,  Box  MK, 
Federal  Energy  Administration,  Federal 
Building,  Room  3317,  12th  and  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  ouslde 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Prohibition 

Order  for  the _ Installation.” 

Fifteen  copies  should  be  submitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
pm.,  Tuesday,  June  14,  1977,  all  oral 
presentations,  and  all  other  relevant  In¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  available  to 
FEA  will  be  considered  by  FEA  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 


Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  furnishing 
it  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted 
in  writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  re¬ 
serves  the  right  to  determine  the  confi¬ 
dential  status  of  the  Information  or  data 
and  to  treat  it  in  accordance  with  that 
determination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  <10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  FEA  Regional  Offices : 

Region,  Address,  and  Phone 

I.  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Administrator. 
150  Causeway  Street,  Room  700,  Boston. 
Mass.  02113-617-223-3701. 

II.  Alfred  Klelnfeld.  Regional  Administrator. 
26  Federal  Plaza.  Room  3206,  New  York, 
N.Y.  10007—212-264-1021. 

III.  J.  A.  LaSala.  Regional  Administrator, 
1421  Cherry  Street.  Room  1001.  Philadel¬ 
phia.  Pa.  19102—215-597-3390. 

IV.  Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator. 
1655  Peachtree  Street  NW..  8th  Floor,  At¬ 
lanta.  Ga.  30309 — 404-526-2837. 

V.  N.  Allen  Anderson.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Office  Building,  175  West 
Jackson  Blvd.,  Room  A-333,  Chicago.  Ill. 
60604 — 312-353-0540. 

VI.  Delbert  Fowler.  Regional  Administrator. 
Post  Office  Box  35228.  2626  West  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane.  Dallas,  Tex.  75235-214-749- 
7345. 

VII.  Neil  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas  City.  Mo. 
64106-816-874-2061. 

VIII.  Dudley  Fever,  Regional  Administrator. 
Post  Office  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch.  1076 
South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood,  Colo. 
80226-303-234-2420. 

IX.  William  Arntz.  Regional  Administrator. 
Ill  Pine  Street,  San  Francisco.  Calif. 
941 1 1 — 41 5-556-7216. 

X.  Jack  B.  Robertson.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  1992  Federal  Building.  915  8econd 
Avenue.  Seattle.  Wa«h.  98174 — 206-442- 
7280. 

MFBI  Prohibition  Order  Candidate 
Identification  and  Selection  Meth¬ 
odology 

FEA  has  engaged  in  a  two  year,  two 
part,  process  in  which  it  first  identified, 
after  extensive  information  gathering, 
the  potential  universe  of  major  fuel 
burning  installations  (MFBI's)  in  order 
to  determine  which  MFBI’s  might  be 
subject  to  Prohibition  Orders.  FEA  then 
performed  a  detailed  analysis  of  in¬ 
dividual  potential  order  recipients  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  facts  would  warrant 
publication  of  a  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
any  of  the  potential  order  recipients. 

I.  Determination  of  candidate  uni¬ 
verse.  On  March  20,  1975,  by  Notice  in 
the  Federal  Register  (40  FR  12706), 
FEA  required  MFBI’s  with  design  firing 
rates  in  excess  of  100  million  BTU’s  per 
hour  to  provide  basic  Identifying  in¬ 
formation.  (FEA  in  its  regulations  pub¬ 
lished  on  May  9,  1975,  (40  FR  20463) 
adopted  the  100  million  BTU’s  per  hour 
design  firing  rate  as  the  minimum  size 
MFBI  that  would  be  eligible  for  a 
Prohibition  Order) . 

On  April  18,  1975,  FEA  published 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register  (40  FR 
17328)  that  it  would  mall  to  all  then 
known  MFBI’s  a  questionnaire,  «»ntit4ed 
“Major  Fuel  Burning  Installation  Coal 
Conversion  Report”  (Form  FEA  C-602- 


S-0),  designed  to  provide  FEA  with 
additional  information  needed  to  help 
determine  whether  the  MFBI’s  would  be 
candidates  for  Prohibition  Orders.  Ques¬ 
tionnaires  were  mailed  to  those  respond¬ 
ents  to  the  March  20,  1975,  Federal 
Register  notice  and  to  other  MFBI’s 
identified  through  data  provided  by 
FEA  regional  personnel,  the  Environ¬ 
mental  FTotection  Agency,  other  Federal 
agencies,  and  through  contact  with 
trade  associations.  A  total  of  822  parent 
companies  responded  to  the  survey, 
identifying  3,482  installations  and  6,289 
individual  units. 

The  first  survey  provided  FEA  with 
historical  information  on  quantity  and 
quality  of  fuel  use  and  preliminary  pol¬ 
lution  control  data  relative  to  the  facili¬ 
ties  in  question. 

Compilation  and  evaluation  of  the  in¬ 
formation  received  from  the  survey  led 
to  development  of  a  supplemental  ques¬ 
tionnaire  (Form  FEA  C-602-S-1)  to 
elicit  data  on  the  financial  situation  of 
owners  of  MPEl's,  including  informa¬ 
tion  designed  to  ascertain  what  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  a  Prohibition  Order  would  be 
on  an  individual  company  basis.  This 
questionnaire  was  designed  to  provide  a 
basis  for  subsequent  analysis  of  the 
MFBI  in  terms  of  financial  capability, 
additional  capital  investment  costs  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order,  oper¬ 
ating  cost  differentials  and  coal  and  coal 
transportation  availability.  This  supple¬ 
mental  questionnaire  was  sent  in  June 
1976  to  various  owners  of  MFBI’s  to  ob¬ 
tain  information  on  161  sites  and  281 
individual  units. 

Most  of  the  supplemental  question¬ 
naires  (involving  138  sites  and  246  units' 
were  sent  to  owners  of  MFBI's  identified 
as  capable  of  burning  coal  in  the  first 
questionnaire  and  which,  in  1974,  burred 
at  least  150,000  barrels  of  oil  or  921,- 
000,000  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  or  a 
Btu  equivalent  combination.  These 
MFBI's  were  chosen  because  of  their  po¬ 
tential  for  large  fuel  savings  and  the 
potential  low  conversion  costs  to  fuel 
savings  ratio. 

The  other  supplemental  questionnaires 
were  sent  to  MFEI’s  which  had  indi¬ 
cated  an  inter*  ion  to  discontinue  coal 
use  (23  sites  at  which  there  were  35 
units). 

In  September  1976,  after  responses  to 
the  supplemental  questionnaires  had 
been  received,  FEA  consulted  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA> 
to  obtain  EPA’s  best  estimate  as  to  the 
means  by  which  these  MFBI’s  could 
bum  coal  and  comply  with  all  applica¬ 
ble  air  pollution  control  requirements. 
EPA  indicated  whether  particular 
MFBI's  would  require  upgrading,  or  in¬ 
stallation  of  electrostatic  precipitators. 
Installation  of  flue-gas  desulfurization 
devices,  or  whether  the  MFEI  could 
bum  coal  that  would  conform  to  air  pol¬ 
lution  control  requirements  without  pol¬ 
lution  control  equipment. 

II.  Site  specific  analysis.  Once  FEA  had 
gathered  the  supplemental  data  relating 
to  the  161  sites,  it  then  conducted  a  tech¬ 
nical  analysis  for  each  respondent  to 
the  supplemental  questionnaire. 
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FEA  prepared  a  technical  summary 
based  on  the  information  provided  to  en¬ 
able  the  Agency  to  analyze  each  respond¬ 
ent's  potential  amenability  to  receipt  of 
an  NOI.  The  technical  summary  con¬ 
sisted  of  the  following  data: 

(a)  Expected  remaining  useful  life 
( respondent’s  and  FEA’s  estimates )  ; 

(b)  Unit  capacity: 

(c)  Fuel  consumption  for  1975; 

<d)  The  last  year  coal  was  burned  at 
the  installation; 

(e)  Costs  of  converting  to  coal,  includ¬ 
ing  pollution  control  equipment  costs,  if 
any  (respondent’s  and  FEA’s  estimates) ; 

(f)  Type  of  pollution  control  equip¬ 
ment,  if  any,  required  (respondent’s  and 
EPA’s  estimates) ;  and 

(g>  Other  relevant  factors,  such  as 
percent  sulfur  content  in  coal  that  would 
be  required  to  insure  compliance  with  en¬ 
vironmental  standards. 

FEA  eliminated  or  deferred  from  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  those  MFBI’s  for 
which  the  following  criteria  were  appli¬ 
cable: 

(a)  Remaining  useful  life  of  the  MFBI 
on  January  1,  1978  would  be  less  than 
one  year  (based  on  an  expected  useful 
life  of  40  years) ; 

(b>  The  utilization  factor  of  the  MFBI 
was  less  than  20  percent; 

(c)  Space  required  for  coal  use  at  the 
installation  was  inadequate  or  unavaila¬ 
ble: 

(d)  Since  filing  the  original  question¬ 
naire,  the  MFBI  had  been  converted  to 
coal  as  its  primary  energy  source  or  the 
owner  has  certified  that  the  MFBI  will  be 
so  converted  in  the  near  future: 

(e)  The  MFBI  used  (in  the  latest  year 
for  which  fuel  use  figures  are  available) 
significantly  less  than  2  X  10’1  BTU’s 
of  oil  or  natural  gas. 

Items  a  or  b  above,  would  prevent  FEA 
from  finding  that  burning  coal  by  the 
MFBI  would  be  practicable.  FEA  as¬ 
sumed  a  forty-year  useful  life  as  a  rea¬ 
sonable  estimate  based  on  general  indus¬ 
trial  averages.  FEA  has  decided  not  to 
analyze  MFBI's  that  have  already  con¬ 
verted  to  coal,  since  the  basic  purposes  of 
ESECA  have  already  been  accomplished 
by  such  conversions  and  FEA  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  its  resources  would  be  better 
allocated  by  concentrating  on  those 
MFBI’s  which  are  not  now  burning  coal. 

Certain  MFBI’s  were  eliminated  from 
further  analysis  upon  FEA’s  determina¬ 
tion  that  one  or  more  of  the  factors 
which  FEA  must  consider  pursuant  to 
Section  305.44(c)  of  its  regulations  would 
have  resulted  in  disqualification  of  a  par¬ 
ticular  MFBI.  Such  eliminations  were 
based  on  factors  such  as  process  fuel  uses 
peculiar  to  the  MFBI’s,  inadequate  land 
or  space  for  coal  related  facilities,  unique 
or  unusual  environmental  constraints, 
and  other  similar  disqualifying  con¬ 
siderations. 

If  in  FEA’s  judgment,  analysis  of  the 
summary  information  raised  issues  that 
required  further  investigation,  FEA  con¬ 
ducted  visits  to  the  specific  sites.  Site 
visits  were  employed  in  circumstances  in 
which  large  discrepancies  between  FEA’s 
and  the  MFBI’s  cost  estimates  were  ob¬ 
served,  unusual  technical  problems  were 
presented  by  the  MFBI  with  respect  to 


coal  use,  and  when  other  disparities  oc¬ 
curred  between  the  information  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  MFBI  and  that  developed 
independently  by  FEA.  Information  de¬ 
veloped  during  the  site  visits  served  to 
either  eliminate  an  MFBI  from  further 
consideration,  through  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  criteria,  or  served  to  demonstrate 
that  FEA  should  continue  its  analysis. 

For  each  MFBI  not  eliminated  through 
any  of  the  above  criteria,  FEA  has  cal¬ 
culated  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  between  using  coal  as  the  MFBI’s 
primary  energy  source  and  using  either 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products. 

A.  Calculation  of  net  operating  cost 
differential.  The  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  consists  of  the  sum  of  (1)  an¬ 
nualized  increased  capital  investment 
costs  required  for  conversion  to  coal,  (2) 
differences  in  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  (including  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential)  ,  and  (3)  the  potential  tax  con¬ 
sequences  attendant  to  conversion. 
Initially,  FEA  performs  two  calculations 
in  determining  the  net  operating  cost 
differential,  one  using  cost  figures  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  MFBI  and  the  other  using 
FEA’s  own  estimates.  When  the  MFBI’s 
figures  are  within  a  reasonable  range  of 
FEA’s  estimates,  FEA  generally  accepts 
the  MFBI’s  figures.  Gross  discrepancies 
are  examined  in  more  detail  by  FEA  to 
determine  the  reasonableness  of  the  dif¬ 
fering  estimates  and  to  reconcile  differ¬ 
ences. 

The  elements  of  the  three  parts  of  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  are  ex¬ 
plained  below: 

1.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  pri¬ 
mary  element  in  this  part  is  the  C06t  of 
equipment  acquisition  and  refurbish¬ 
ment  required  for  conversion  to  coal, 
including  refurbishment  or  acquisition 
of  pollution  control  equipment.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  estimated  annual  increase 
fixed  costs  to  the  owner  resulting  from 
such  capital  investment,  FEA  calculates 
the  annual  depreciation  of  equipment 
costs  over  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  service  life  of  the  MFBI  (including 
consideration  of  the  investment  tax 
credit)  and  adds  the  estimated  annual 
cost  of  capital. 

Annual  depreciation  is  calculated  as 
follows :  (a)  Determine  cost  of  new  equip¬ 
ment  (including  pollution  control  equip¬ 
ment)  minus  investment  tax  credit  of  10 
percent. 

(b)  Divide  the  figure  in  a,  above,  by 
the  expected  remaining  useful  life  of  the 
MFBI  after  conversion  is  completed.  FEA 
presumes  that  the  MFBI’s  determination 
of  remaining  useful  life  is  correct  if  it 
results  in  a  total  useful  life  of  at  least 
40  years.  Otherwise,  FEA  will  conduct 
a  more  detailed  examination  of  the 
MFBI. 

Calculation  of  the  approximate  annual 
cost  of  capital  is  as  follows:  (a)  New  and 
refurbished  equipment  costs  minus  the 
investment  tax  credit,  plus. 

(b)  Twice  the  cost  of  land  acquisitions 
required  for  conversions  to  coal  burning. 

(c)  The  total  of  (1)  and  (2)  is  divided 
by  2  and  then  multiplied  by  a  10  percent 
interest  rate. 

2.  Operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
The  primary  factor  considered  in  this 


calculation  is  the  annual  fuel  cost  differ¬ 
ential  which  represents  the  difference 
between  operating  the  MFBI  with  coal  as 
its  primary  energy  source  in  lieu  of  pe¬ 
troleum  products  or  natural  gas.  (If  the 
current  supply  of  natural  gas  to  the 
MFBI  is  curtailed,  then  the  calculation 
of  the  fuel  cost  differential  does  not  in¬ 
clude  natural  gas  as  part  of  the  MFBI’s 
current  fuel  use  to  the  extent  of  that 
curtailment.  In  such  cases  the  NOCD 
was  calculated  on  the  basis  of  actual 
fuel  usage.)  FEA  has  generally  accepted 
the  coal  price  reported  by  the  MFBI’s.  If 
FEA  considered  the  stated  price  to  be 
unreasonable,  it  further  examined  coal 
prices  based  upon  an  analysis  of  deliv¬ 
ered  prices  of  coal  in  the  area  of  the 
MFBI  under  consideration  and  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  likely  coal  sources.  Projected  coal 
use  after  conversion  was  calculated  by 
converting  latest  annual  fuel  data  to  its 
Btu  equivalent  for  coal. 

Determination  of  the  differential  re¬ 
lating  to  labor  costs  and  the  differential 
relating  to  other  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs  was  based  upon  estimates 
supplied  by  the  MFEI’s. 

3.  Potential  tax  effects.  Federal  and 
state  tax  rates  have  been  applied  to  the 
net  operating  differential  to  determine 
maximum  potential  tax  effects  resulting 
from  a  Prohibition  Order. 

If  the  NOCD  for  an  MFTBI  was  positive, 
i.e.,  projects  an  increase  in  annual  costs 
of  operations,  then  a  calculation  of  the 
cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  was  per¬ 
formed  by  dividing  the  NOCD  by  the 
number  of  barrels  of  oil  actually  used  on 
an  annual  basis  (or,  if  the  MFBI  was  a 
natural  gas  user,  the  number  of  barrels 
of  oil  which  would  be  required  to  replace 
the  gas  use  on  an  equivalent  Btu  basis  > . 
This  figure  ( cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  > 
was  then  considered  in  terms  of  the 
number  of  barrels  of  oil  and/or  MCF  of 
natural  gas  that  would  be  saved  by  is¬ 
suance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  the  effect 
of  the  NOCD  on  the  MFBI  owner’s  op¬ 
erating  expenses,  as  well  as  various  en¬ 
vironmental  and  other  factors  in  reach¬ 
ing  the  final  determination  as  to  which 
candidates  should  receive  an  NOI. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  much  of  the 
information  used  by  FEA  to  make  its 
practicability  findings  is  arguably  con¬ 
fidential  under  18  U.S.C.  1905.  There¬ 
fore,  such  information  has  not  appeared 
in  the  Appendix  to  the  NOI.  The  calcu¬ 
lations  have  been  explained  in  each  case 
and  the  data  are  available  to  the  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  owner  of  the  MFBI. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration,  Code  OCU  (Prohibition  Or¬ 
der:  _ Installation) , 

Washington,  D.C.  20461,  (202)  566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  1974  (16  TT.S.C.  791  et  seq.),  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act  of  1974  (16  UwS.C.  761 
et  seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-386;  E.O. 
11790  (  39  FR  23188).) 


Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  May  9, 
1977. 


Eric  J.  Fygi, 
Acting  General  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 
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Appendix — Proposed  Pindincs  and  Rationale  foe  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  A 

Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  PEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  PEA’S  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  No.  Location 


OCU-0942  Union  Camp  Corp _ _ _ Savannah  plant _  10  Savannah.  Qa. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Union  Camp  Corporation  shall  be  referred 
to  as  the  “owner”  and  as  “Union  Camp.” 
Savannah  Plant  Unit  10  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  “MFBI”  and  as  “Savannah  10.” 

I.  Capacibility  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 1074, 
Savannah  10  had  the  capability  and  neces¬ 
sary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal.  This  pro¬ 
posed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  In¬ 
terpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Union  Camp,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
n,  Questions  8,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C— 
602-S— 0)  filed  on  May  90,  1078  indicated 
that  the  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22,  1074, 
a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal. 
The  boiler  had  been  designed  and  constructed 
or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  Its  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
on  June  22,  1074,  the  MFBI  may  not  have 
been  burning  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Union  Camp  filed 
with  FEA  dated  March  7,  1077  and  other  In¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Savannah 
10  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished 
In  order  for  this  MFBI  to  bum  coal  as  Its 
primary  energy  source: 

1.  Air  heaters. 

2.  Combustors. 

3.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

4.  Storage  bunkers. 

6.  Conveyors. 

6.  Crushers. 

7.  Pulverizers. 

8.  Soot  blowers. 

0.  Instruments  and  controls. 

10.  Scales. 

11.  Feeders. 

12.  Fans  and  duct6. 

13.  Unloaders. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  23, 
1974,  Savannah  10  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B.  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning 
of  coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or 
natural  gas  at  Savannah  10  Is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an 
analysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of 
this  boiler  for  the  period  1973-1975,  the  re¬ 
maining  useful  service  life  of  the  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  that  would  result  from  compliance  with 


a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  Is  practicable. 

1.  Anticipated  fuel  supplies. — Curtailment 
of  natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  cer¬ 
tain  cases  the  owner.  FEA  presumes  that 
the  MFBI  will  experience  a  substantial  cur¬ 
tailment  of  Its  present  supply  of  natural 
gas.  The  curtailment  will  result  In  Increased 
reliance  on  alternate  fuels  In  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  esti¬ 
mated  Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  In¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Savannah  10  have  been 
determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as 
Information  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner. 
Approximate  costa  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning 
of  coal  has  been  calculated  based  on  In¬ 
formation  supplied  by  the  owner  or  other¬ 
wise  acquired  by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  In  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Savannah  10  will  re¬ 
sult  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.l.a-3., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  boiler  after  conversion,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  operating 
cost  differential  hereafter  “NOCD '.  (which 
represents  the  difference  between  operating 
the  boiler  with  coal  and  alternate  fuel(s) 
as  Its  primary  energy  source) ,  resulting  from 
the  conversion  of  Savannah  10  will  represent 
an  annual  savings. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for  de¬ 
ciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  Is  not  unreasonable.  By  converting  from 
burning  natural  gas  to  burning  coal  as  the 
primary  energy  source  the  MFBI  would  ex¬ 
perience  a  net  annual  operating  cost  Increase, 
but  would  save  a  substantial  amount  of 
natural  gas.  This  cost  would  only  be  Incurred 
for  a  limited  period  because  the  MFBI  will 
eventually  experience  a  substantial  curtail¬ 
ment  of  its  supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  pro¬ 
hibition  order  were  not  Issued  to  the  MFBI 
It  could  alternately  replace  its  current 
natural  gas  supply  with  either  petroleum 
products  or  coal  for  the  period  following  such 
substantial  curtailment  of  Its  natural  gas 
supply. 
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In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD,  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD, 
in  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  its  natural  gas 
supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  differ¬ 
ential  for  this  MFBI  resulting  from  operating 
on  coal  as  the  primary  energy  source.  In¬ 
stead  of  petroleum  products  (and/or  natural 
gas  where  applicable),  will  represent  an  an¬ 
nual  savings. 

Since  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative.  In¬ 
stead  of  petroleum  products,  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  result  In  a  net  cost  savings,  FEA  has 
determined  that  the  prohibition  against 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as 
the  primary  energy  source  at  this  MFBI  Is 
not  unreasonable. 

The  additional  C06ts  that  would  be  incur¬ 
red  from  prohibiting  the  burning  of  natural 
gas  as  the  primary  energy  source  at  this 
MFBI  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited 
period  of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  na¬ 
tional  supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the  likeli¬ 
hood  that  Savannah  10  will  experience  a 
substantial  curtailment  of  its  present  supply 
of  natural  gas  In  the  future,  FEA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  cost  of  burning  coal  In  lieu 
of  natural  gas  is  not  unreasonable  ( Final  Re¬ 
port  Oil  and  Gas  Resources,  Reserves,  and 
Productive  Capacities  Volumes  I  and  11  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration  October  19751. 
This  determination  Is  further  supported  by 
consideration  of  the  savings  that  would  re¬ 
sult  from  the  burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  po¬ 
tential  alternate  petroleum  products  for  the 
period  after  which  the  natural  gas  supply  to 
Savannah  10  would  be  substantially  cur¬ 
tailed. 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Savannah  10  would  be  economically 
feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into  considera¬ 
tion  the  financial  capability  of  the  owner 
and  Is  based  upon  the  owner’s  financial  posi¬ 
tion  as  reported  In  the  Dun  and  Bradstreet 
Reference  Book  (March  1977).  Where  neces¬ 
sary  FEA  performed  an  Independent  analysis 
of  the  owner’s  financial  capability,  consider¬ 
ing  such  factors  as  the  owner’s  current  finan¬ 
cial  statement  and  the  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  required  for  the  owner  to  comply 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's  which  are 
currently  under  consideration,  as  well  as  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  Investment  costs  related  to 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any. 
to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA 
to  MFBI’s  owned  by  Union  Camp.  FEA  related 
these  additional  capital  investment  costs  to 
the  total  capitalization  of  Union  Camp  and 
the  remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of 
Savannah  10. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Union  Camp  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  natural  gas  attributable  to  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration  has 
been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into  consid¬ 
eration  total  annual  costs  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If 
any,  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec- 
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tion  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Union  Camp 

MFBI's. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's 
currently  under  consideration,  Union  Camp 
total  annual  costs  should  decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  of  the  Issuance  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  to  Savannah  10  will  discour¬ 
age  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  and  encourage  the  increased  use  of  coal. 
FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  MFBI  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Savannah 
10  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  in 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  in  a  manner  which  is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  MFBI  during  the 
period  until  December  31, 1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  ( Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”] ) .  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To 
determine  when  certain  quantities  of  these 
reserves  are  expected  to  be  available,  FEA 
has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31.  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal 
demand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  produc¬ 
ing  companies)  shows  that  there  should  be 
sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99%  of  the  total  U.S.  demand 
expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more  potential 
mine  developments  will  become  firm  plans, 
thus  increasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the  follow¬ 
ing  quantities: 

Production 


Year: 
l  1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


potential 
( million  tons) 

. •  732.3 

-  791. 6 

.  851.4 

_  911.7 

.  960.0 

.  994. 3 

. 1,017.4 

_  1,028.7 

.  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’a  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  mo6t 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”) 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows : 


Y  ear : 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Production 
potential 
( million  tons) 

■ . 124.3 

-  243. 1 

-  .  293.3 

. .  350.0 

.  369.9 

.  396.2 

-  .  475.5 

. 544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons ) 

1978  _  730 

1979  . _ . .  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  _  887 

1983  _  935 

1984  _  985 

1985  . . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more  than 
the  following  (  "Availability  Report") : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _... . 11.0 

1979  .  22.4 

1980  .  32.5 

1981  _ 35.8 

1982  _ 67.4 

1983  . . 59.8 

1984  .  59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  this  MFBI.  The  survey  is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
MFBI.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report"  has  de¬ 
termined  that  a  boiler,  of  the  type  used  at 
Savannah  10  will  be  able  to  burn  coal  of  the 
following  characteristics  and  comply  with 
all  applicable  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments. 


Btu’s  per  pound  (minimum) _ 10,  000 

Moisture  (percent  maximum) _  15 

Ash  (percent  maximum) _  20 

Volatile  (percent  minimum) _  15 

Ash  softening  temperature  (degrees 

fahrenheit,  minimum) _  2, 200 

Sulfur  (percent  maximum,  approxi¬ 
mate)  _  1. 5 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
MFBI.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of  the 
type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 


Demand 
( thousand  tons) 

1980  and  thereafter _ _  137 


c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  this  MFBI  in  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows: 

Production 
( thousand 

Year:  tons) 


1978  . 67,900 

1979  . . . .  127,  100 

1980  . 158,900 

1981  _  189.300 

1982  . 200,300 

1983  _ 214,800 

1984  . _ . .  253,  700 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  execeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  inten¬ 
tion  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above.  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report”) : 

Demand 
( thousand 

Year:  *  tons) 


1978  . .  11,032 

1979  . . .  22,434 

1980  _ - _  32,483 

1981  _  35,  755 

1982  _  57,362 

1983  _ 69,815 

1984  . . . . . 59,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 


described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  this  MFBI  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  this  MFBI)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report”) : 

Production 
( thousand 

Year:  tons) 


1978  . - . —  26.032 

1979  _  47,383 

1980  . . 53,082 

1981  . - _ _ _ 61,661 

1982  _ _ 65,354 

1983  _  70,552 

1984  _  80,964 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  in  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 
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Tear: 


Demand 

{thousand 

tons) 


1078 

1079 

1080 
1081 

.  1982 

1983 

1984 


3,268 
9.  149 
16,321 
18,006 
23.682 
24,  096 
24,  096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  1.41-1.8% 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.5% 
maximum  sulfur  content  described  in  para¬ 
graph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  is  estimated  in  PEA'S  “Availability 
Report”  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Year: 

1078 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
( thousand  tons ) 
percent  sulfur, 
1.41-1.9 

.  226 

. . 1,773 

. 1,773 

. 1,773 

. 1,773 

. .  1,773 

. 1,773 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph 

A.Sjk.,  above,  far  exceeds  this  potential 
ESECA  regional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur 
characteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  PEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report" 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Savan¬ 
nah  10  as  described  In  paragraph  A.S.a., 
above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  un¬ 
committed  coal  exists  in  amounts  sufficient 
in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  this  MPBI  will  probably  be  bought 
from  producers  according  to  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationships  related  to  the  MFBI’s 
location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13. 
PEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI  could 
purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such  pro¬ 
duction  becomes,  available.  (The  Feasibility 
of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western 
Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in 
the  Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  En¬ 
gineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  No¬ 
vember  7,  1975.) 


B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  PEA 
study,  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977,  (hereafter  "Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Savannah  10 
would  probably  come  from  BOM  District  8 
as  a  primary  source  and  from  BOM  District 
6  as  an  alternate  source.  While  these  supply 
areas  are  the  nearest  available  potential 
sources  able  to  supply  complying  coal  to 
this  MPBI,  complying  coal  can  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  rail  from  other  identified  sources 
within  the  United  States  as  well.  The  analysis 
of  transportation  availability  is  baaed  on  the 


most  likely  route  as  well  as  two  alternate 
routes.  These  routes  were  chosen  to  demon¬ 
strate  transportation  availability. 

_ 2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 

route  for  coal  delivery  for  Savannah  10  origi¬ 
nates  in  BOM  District  8  in  the  Corbin,  Ken¬ 
tucky  area  on  the  Louisville  and  Nashville 
(LAN) .  The  LAN  would  move  it  via  Knoxville, 
Tennessee  to  Atlanta,  Georgia  where  South¬ 
ern  Railway  Co.  would  then  deliver  it  to 
Savannah  10  via  Macon  and  Mldvllle,  Geor¬ 
gia.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about  675  miles. 

The  alternate  route  for  coal  delivery  from 
the  primary  supply  area  originates  in  BOM 
District  8  in  the  St.  Paul  Kentucky  area  on 
the  LAN.  The  LAN  would  route  it  on  its 
affiliate,  CUnchfleld  Line,  to  Spartanburg, 
South  Carolina,  where  Seaboard  Coast  Line 
(SCL)  would  pick  up  and  deliver  the  coal 
to  Savannah  10.  The  total  rail  distance  is 
about  490  miles 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  area  originates  in  BOM  District  6  in 
the  Devon,  West  Virginia  area  on  the  Norfolk 
and  Western  (NAW).  The  NAW  would  move 
the  coal  to  Martinsville,  West  Virginia  and  on 
to  Winston-Salem,  North  Carolina  where 
Southern  vould  pick  up  and  deliver  the  coal 
to  Savannah  10.  The  total  rail  distance  is 
approximately  633  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  LAN,  the 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Savannah  10, 
has  over  34,000  hopper  can  in  service  and 
has  been  increasing  this  number  by  about 
2,000  cars  per  year.  Using  an  average  number 
of  20  deliveries  per  year  per  76-ton  car,  the 


LAN  may  need  as  many  as  117  additional  can¬ 
to  handle  the  increased  demand  from  Savan¬ 
nah  10.  This  estimate  asumes  that  the  rail¬ 
road  would  neither  have  access  originating 
capacity  nor  obtain  can  from  other  carriers 
in  the  originating  vicinity. 

PEA’s  "Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candidates  studied,  there 
would  be  no  major  constraints  in  transport¬ 
ing  coal.  This  study  examined  existing  rail 
transportation  car  capacity,  water  trans¬ 
portation  capacity,  including  unloading 
docks,  where  applicable,  and  took  into  ac¬ 
count  projections  made  by  all  carriers  to 
meet  the  anticipated  demand  for  all  types 
of  transportation  facilities  assuming  all 
MFBI ’s  studied  were  to  receive  orders  under 
Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry  - 
ing  coal  tor  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  factlitie s 
Savannah  10  has  indicated  that  no  coal  has 
been  used  in  the  past.  but  in  case  of  con¬ 
version  to  coal.  Seaboard  Coast  Line  and 
Souther  oould  deliver  coal  to  the  plant 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  de¬ 
livery  of  coal  to  Savannah  10. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Savannah  10  presently 
exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  available 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  fob  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issve  A 

Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below  Supporting  rationale  and 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  No  Location 

OCl'  ftiftl  Scott  I’aper  Co  Mobile  plant  ..  ..  4,8  Mobile.  Ala. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA.  are  based  on  tbe  information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Scott  Paper  Company  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  “owner”  and  as  “Scott  Paper”.  Mobile 
Plant  units  4  and  6  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “MFBI’s”  and  as  “Mobile  4  and  6”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Mobile  4  and  6  had  the 
capability  and  necessary  plant  equipment  to 
burn  coal.  This  proposed  finding  is  based  on 
the  facts  and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Scott  Paper,  in  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
n.  Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C- 
602-S-0) ,  filed  on  May  8,  1976,  indicated 
that  each  MFBI  had  in  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed  and 
constructed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  Scott  Paper  filed 
with  FEA  dated  March  18,  1977,  and  other 
information  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Mobile  4 
and  6  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refur¬ 
bished  in  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to  burn  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Unloaders;  2.  Conveyors;  3.  Crushers; 
4.  Pulverizers;  6.  Air  heaters;  6.  Combustors; 
7.  Soot  blowers:  8.  Instruments  and  con¬ 


trols;  9.  Ash  handling  equipment;  10.  Stor¬ 
age  bunkers;  11.  Scales;  12.  Feeders:  13.  Stor¬ 
age  property. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22. 
1974.  Mobile  4  and  6  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  above,  do 
not  individually  or  in  combination  consti¬ 
tute  a  lack  of  capability  and  necessary  plant 
equipment  to  burn  coal,  as  of  June  22,  1974 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  and  petroleum  products  is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Mobile  4  and  6  is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 
boilers  for  the  period  1973-1976,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  that  would  result  from  compliance  with 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  tbe  facts  and 
Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Anticipated  fuel  supplies— Curtailment  of 
natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  in  cer¬ 
tain  cases  the  owner,  FEA  presumes  that 
these  MFBI’s  will  experience  a  substantial 
curtailment  of  their  present  supply  of  natu¬ 
ral  gas.  Ihls  curtailment  will  result  in  ln- 
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creased  reliance  on  alternate  fuels  In  the 

future. 

2.  Costs  associated  icith  burning  coal. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
initial  capital  investment  costs,  including  fi¬ 
nancing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the  ac¬ 
quisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Mobile  4  and  8  have  been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
PEA  information  and  analysis  as  well  as  in¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  in  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  .  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  PEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  in  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  PEA’S  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural  gas  and 
petroleum  products  at  Mobile  4  and  6  will 
result  in  a  decrease  in  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  factors  stated  in  paragraphs  A.l.  a.-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual 
operating  cost  differential,  hereafter  “NOCD”, 
(wh.ch  represents  the  difference  between  op¬ 
erating  the  boilers  with  coal  and  alternate 
fuels  as  their  primary  energy  source) .  result¬ 
ing  from  the  conversion  of  Mobile  4  and  6, 
will  represent  an  annual  cost  increase  of 
$144,998. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for  de¬ 
ciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas  to 
burning  coal  as  a  primary  energy  source 
these  MFBI’s  would  experience  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  increase,  but  would  save  a 
substantial  amount  of  natural  gas.  This  cost 
would  be  incurred  for  a  limited  period  be¬ 
cause  these  MFBI's  will  eventually  experi¬ 
ence  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their  sup¬ 
ply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  prohibition  order 
were  not  issued  to  these  MFBI’s  they  could 
alternately  replace  their  current  natural  gas 
supply  with  either  petroleum  products  or 
ooel  for  the  period  following  such  substantial 
curtailment  of  their  natural  gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD,  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD, 
in  those  instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  its  natural  gas 
supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  in¬ 
crease  for  these  MFBI’s  resulting  from  op¬ 
erating  on  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source,  Instead  of  petroleum  products  (and/ 
or  natural  gas  where  applicable) .  will  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $144,998. 

Although  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative, 
instead  of  potential  petroleum  products, 
oould  be  expected  to  result  in  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  increase,  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  prohibition  of  burning  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  the  primary  energy 
source  at  Mobile  4  and  8  la  not  unreasonable. 

Burning  of  coal  by  these  MFBI’s  as  their 
primary  energy  source  instead  of  petroleum 
products  would  result  in  additional  capital 
investment  costs  and  arnual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  ex  .uslve  of  fuel  costs. 
Any  additional  con*  jrslon  oosts  would,  how¬ 
ever,  be  mitigated  by  the  savings  in  fuel  costs 
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inherent  in  burning  coal.  Notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  these  MFBI’s  could  experience 
annual  savings  in  their  total  fuel  costs 
should  they  convert  to  coal  Instead  of  con¬ 
verting  to  petroleum  products,  tnere  would 
be  a  net  increase  in  the  costs  to  these  MFBI’s. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
instead  of  petroleum  products  would  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  increase  the  costs  Incurred  by 
Mobile  4  and  6  by  $144,998  per  year,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  such  increased  cost,  per 
barrel  of  oil  saved  is  not  unreasonable  given 
the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This  determination 
Is  based  on  consideration  of  the  substantial 
potential  oil  savings  that  would  result  from 
conversion  to  coal.  The  determination  that 
the  costs  of  burning  coal  Instead  of  petro¬ 
leum  products  would  not  be  unreasonable  is 
further  supported  by  consideration  of  such 
costs  in  relation  to  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  these  MFBI’s,  the  size  and  re¬ 
sources  of  the  owner  as  examined  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  discussion  of  financial  capability,  and 
the  nature  of  the  expected  operations  of 
these  MFBI’s. 

The  additional  costs  that  would  be  in¬ 
curred  if  FEA  were  to  prohibit  the  burning 
of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  the 
primary  energy  source  at  Mobile  4  and  6 
would  only  be  incurred  for  a  limited  period 
of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  national 
supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the  likelihood 
that  Mobile  4  and  6  will  experience  a  sub¬ 
stantial  curtailment  of  their  present  natural 
gas  supply  in  the  future,  FEA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  cost  of  burning  coal  in  lieu 
of  natural  gas  is  not  unreasonable.  (Final 
Report  Oil  and  Gas  Resources,  Reserves,  and 
Productive  Capacities  Volumes  I  and  II,  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration,  October  1975 ) . 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner . — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  by  Mobile  4  and  6  would  be 
economically  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took 
into  consideration  the  financial  capability  of 
the  owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s 
financial  position  as  reported  in  the  Dun 
and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an 
independent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial 
capability,  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  current  financial  statement  and 
the  additional  capital  investment  required 
for  the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and 
all  other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under 
consideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital 
investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  if  any,  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to 
MFBI’s  owned  by  Scott  Paper.  FEA  related 
these  additional  capital  Investment  costs 
to  the  total  capitalization  of  Scott  Paper 
and  the  remaining  useful  life  after  conver¬ 
sion  of  Mobile  4  and  6. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Scott  Paper  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  co»- 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  in¬ 
crease  in  costs  (amortized  increased  capital 
investment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs)  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coal  as  opposed  to  oil  and  natural  gas 
attributable  to  compliance  with  this  NOI 
and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under 
consideration  has  been  determined.  FEA  also 
took  into  consideration  total  annual  costs 
resulting  from  compliance  with  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any.  to  issue 
Prohibition  or  Construtclon  Orders,  and  from 
all  outsandlng  Prohlbltoln  or  Construction 
Orders,  if  any.  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to 
Scott  Paper  MFBI’s. 


Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
aggregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attrib¬ 
utable  to  compliance  with  this  NOI,  and  all 
other  NOI’s  currently  under  consideration, 
Scott  Paper’s  total  annual  costs  after  con¬ 
version  will  increase  by  $622,998. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Mobile  4  and  6  will  discourage  the  use  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  and  en¬ 
courage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  this  action  would  be 
consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  means  to  assist  in  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  MFBI's  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements.  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Mobile 
4  and  6  would  be  consistent  with  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  as¬ 
sist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  in  a  manner  which 
is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practi¬ 
cable.  with  existing  national  commitments  to 
protect  and  improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
trill  be  available  to  these  MFBI's  during  the 
period  until  December  31.  1984. — A.  Coal 
availability — 1.  National  coal  reserves.  United 
States  coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufficient 
to  supply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show  a  demon¬ 
strated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  billion 
tons,  over  half  of  which  is  currently  techni¬ 
cally  and  economically  recoverable  (Demon¬ 
strated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the  United 
States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  January  1, 
1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975)  (hereafter 
“BOM  Survey”)).  Within  these  recoverable 
reserves  approximately  200  billion  tons  con¬ 
tain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  deter¬ 
mine  when  certain  quantities  of  these  re¬ 
serves  are  expected  to  be  available.  FEA  has 
examined  several  studies  referenced  herein, 
which  together  provide  the  best  current  evi¬ 
dence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the  period 
ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  or  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  into  the  future:  however,  the 
projected  total  planned  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  for  1985  already  meets  99%  of  the 
total  U3.  demand  expected  in  1985.  With 
time,  more  potential  mine  developments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practi¬ 
cable  to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 


Production 
potential 
( million 

Year:  tons) 

1977 - - -  723.  3 

1*78 . .  791. 6 

1979  _  851.4 

1980  _  911.7 

1981  - -  980.  0 

1982  _  994.  3 

1983  _ 1,017.4 

1984  _  1,  028.  7 

1985  _  1,029.6 
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The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
PEA’e  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1970).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  un¬ 
derestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  PEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report. 
April  1977,  (hereafter  "Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year  :  ( million  tons) 

1978  . 

1979  . -  243.  1 

1980  293.3 

1981  360.0 

1982  369.9 

1983  2 

1984  476.6 

1986  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  PEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (PEA  1970  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  730 

1979  704 

1980  799 

1981  842 

1982  887 

1983  835 

1984  986 

1986  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  eetl  mated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more  than 
the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 

Demand 


Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  . - . —  11.0 

1979  . . . 22.4 

1980  _ _ _ —  32  .5 

1981  .  36.8 

1982  . —  67.4 

1983  _ *- _ 59.8 

1984  . _ . 69.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA’s  "Availability  Report”  identifies 
ooal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MPBI’s.  The  survey  Is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that 
supplied  useful  information  on  90  mining 
units.  Responses  from  these  companies  Iden¬ 
tified  planned  production  of  coal  which  is 
not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to  the 
survey,  PEA  estimated  their  uncommitted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974  pro¬ 
duction. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI’s.  PEA’s  "Availability  Report” 
has  determined  that  boilers  of  the  type  used 
at  Mobile  4  and  0  will  be  able  to  burn  coal 
of  the  following  characteristics  and  comply 
with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements  : 


Btu’s/lb . >  10.  000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *15 

Ash  (percent _  >20 

Volatile  (percent) _  >16 

Ash  softening  temperature  (*P) _  >2.200 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)  *0.9 


>  Minimum. 
*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Demand 

(thousand 


Year:  tons) 

1980  and  thereafter _  107 


c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  PEA’s  "Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above,  is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  these  MPBI’s  in  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows: 


Year: 


Production 

(thousand 

tons) 


1978  _  54, 090 

1979  _  97, 325 

1980  124,328 

1981  149,252 

1982  _  158, 288 

1983  _  170, 320 

1984  201,207 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  ot  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above.  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
(•’Availability  Report”) : 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
( thousand 
tons) 

...  11,302 
...  22.434 
...  32,483 
...  35,755 
...  57,382 
...  69,816 
...  69,816 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
these  MFBI’s  (in  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  these  MPBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8 
and  13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Year: 


Production 
( thousand 
tons) 


1978  . - .  19,952 

1979  . . .  33,  100 

1980  . . . . -  37,779 

1981  . . . .  44,246 

1982  . .  47,146 

1983  _ _ 51,293 

1984  .  58,891 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  foe  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.S.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 


-to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  In  PEA’s  "Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


(thousand 

tons) 

...  3, 268 

...  9,  149 

...  16,321 
...  18,005 
...  23,682 
...  24,095 
...  24,095 


9.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  bp  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  0.61  to  1.0  percent 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  0.9  per¬ 
cent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  in 
paragraph  A.S.a..  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 
is  estimated  in  PEA’s  “Availability  Report” 
to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
( thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur. 


Year:  0.61  to  1.0 

1978  . . . . -  2,831 

1979  . . .  5,  578 

1980  . 9,839 

1981  .  11,028 

1982  . 16,292 

1983  . 18,292 

1984  . . 16,292 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.S.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  PEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  PEA’s  attention 

5.  Conclusion.  PEA’s  "Availability  Report" 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Mobile 
4  and  6  as  described  in  paragraph  A.S.a  . 
above.  FRA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  sufficient  in 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply /demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MPBI’s  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MPBI's 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Feasi¬ 
bility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  West¬ 
ern  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utili¬ 
ties  In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond.  School  of 
Engineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania.  No¬ 
vember  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation.  1.  Location  of 
MFBI’s  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  PEA 
study,  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re- 
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port,  April  1977,  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Mobile  4  and 
6  would  probably  come  from  BOM  District 
8  as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from  BOM 
District  13  as  the  alternate  supply  area.  While 
these  supply  regions  are  among  the  nearest 
available  sources  able  to  supply  complying 
coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal  could  be 
transferred  by  rail  from  other  Identified 
sources  within  the  United  States  as  well.  The 
analysis  of  transportation  availability  is 
based  on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as 
two  alternate  routes.  These  routes  were 
chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation  avail¬ 
ability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Mobile  4  and 
6  originates  coal  in  BOM  District  8  near 
Madisonville,  Kentucky  on  the  Louisville  and 
Nashville*  (L&N)  Railroad.  The  L&N  would 
move  the  coal  via  Nashville,  Tennessee  to 
Birmingham,  Alabama.  The  Southern  Rail¬ 
way  would  pick  It  up  and  move  It  to  Mobile 
4  and  6  via  Tuscaloosa,  Baligee  and  Kim¬ 
brough,  Alabama.  The  total  rail  distance  is 
about  595  miles. 

The  alternate  route  tor  coal  delivery  from 
the  primary  source  originates  coal  in  BOM 
District  8  in  the  Somerset,  Kentucky  area 
on  the  Southern  Railway.  The  Southern  Rail¬ 
way  would  move  it  via  Chattanooga,  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  Birmingham,  Alabama  to  Mobile 
4  and  6.  The  total  rail  distance  is  approxi¬ 
mately  619  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  is  to  originate  coal  in  BOM  District 
13  in  the  Tuscaloosa,  Alabama  area  on  the 
L&N.  The  L&N  would  take  it  to  Mobile  4  and 
6  via  Parkwood  and  Montgomery.  Alabama. 
The  total  rail  distance  is  about  313  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  L&N,  the 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Mobile  4  and  6 

*as  over  34,000  hopper  cars  in  service  and  has 
been  increasing  this  number  by  about  2,000 
cars  per  year.  Using  a  average  number  of  20 
deliveries  per  year  per  75-ton  car,  the  L&N 
may  need  as  many  as  74  additional  cars  to 
handle  the  increased  demand  from  Mobile  4 
and  6.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the  rail¬ 
road  would  neither  have  excess  originating 
capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers 
in  the  originating  vicinity. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  candidates  studied,  there  would 
be  no  major  constraints  in  transporting  coal. 
This  study  examined  existing  rail  transpor¬ 
tation  car  capacity,  water  transportation  ca¬ 
pacity,  including  unloading  docks,  where  ap¬ 
plicable,  and  took  into  account  projections 
mi  de  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated 
de.  land  for  all  types  of  transportation  facil¬ 
ities  assuming  all  MFBT's  studied  were  to 
receh  i  orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

FLA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
Mobile  x  and  6  have  never  used  coal  before 
and  coal  storage  or  coal  unloading  facilities 
do  not  currently  exist.  It  is  expected  that 
these  installations  can  be  accomplished  prior 
to  +he  effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  deliv¬ 
ery  of  coal  to  Mobile  4  and  6. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Mobile  4  and  6  presently 
exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  available. 
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Appendix— Phopomd  Findings  and  Rational*  roa  Notice  or  Intention  To  Issue  a 

•  Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FSA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  flnAinp 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner 


Installation  Unit  No.  Location 


OCU-0778  International  Paper  Ce _ _ Vicksburg  plant. 


1  Vicksburg,  Miss. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

International  Paper  Company  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “owner”  and  as  “Interna¬ 
tional”.  The  Vicksburg  Plant  Unit  1  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “MFBI”  and  as  “Vicks¬ 
burg  1”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22,  1974, 
Vicksburg  1  had  the  capability  and  necessary 
plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed 
finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and  interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below : 

A.  International,  in  a  Major  Fuel  Burn¬ 
ing  Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report, 
Section  n.  Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form 
FEA  C-602-S-0),  filed  on  May  20.  1975,  in¬ 
dicated  that  the  MFBI  had  in  place  on  June 
22,  1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burn¬ 
ing  coal.  The  boiler  had  been  designed  and 
constructed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  its  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  International 
filed  with  FEA  dated  August  11,  1976,  and 
other  information  available  to  FEA,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  plant  equipment  and  facilities  at 
Vicksburg  1  would  have  to  be  acquired  or 
refurbished  in  order  for  this  MFBI  to  burn 
coed  as  its  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Combustors. 

2.  Air  heaters. 

3.  Soot  blowers. 

4.  Special  instrumentation  and  controls. 

5.  Crushers. 

6.  Pulverizers. 

7.  Scales. 

8.  Feeders. 

9.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

10.  Unloaders. 

11.  Conveyors. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Vicksburg  1  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Vicksburg  1  is  practicable  and  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This  pro¬ 
posed  finding  is  based  upon  an  analysis  by 
FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  this  boiler 
for  the  period  1973-75,  the  remaining  useful 
service  life  of  the  boiler  after  conversion,  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  that  would 


result  from  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and  interpreta¬ 
tions  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable.  1. 
Anticipated  fuel  supplies.  Curtailment  of 
natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  in  certain 
cases  the  owner,  FEA  presumes  that  the 
MFBI  will  experience  a  substantial  curtail¬ 
ment  of  its  present  supply  of  natural  gas. 
This  curtailment  will  result  in  Increased 
reliance  on  alternate  fuels  in  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.  a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  esti¬ 
mated  initial  capital  Investment  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Vicksburg  1  have  been 
determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  information  and  analysis  as  well  as  in¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  increase  in  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning 
of  coal  has  been  calculated  based  on  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise 
acquired  by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  in  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
bumring  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natual  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Vicksburg  1  win  result 
in  a  decrease  in  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  facts  stated  in  paragraphs  A.ls.-c,  above, 
as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  useful  life 
of  the  boiler  after  conversion,  FEA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  net  annual  operating  cost 
differential,  hereafter  "NOCD”  (which  repre¬ 
sents  the  difference  between  operating  the 
boiler  with  coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  its 
primary  energy  source),  resulting  from  the 
conversion  of  Vicksburg  1,  will  represent  an 
annual  savings. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas  to 
burning  coal  as  the  primary  energy  source 
the  MFBI  would  experience  a  net  annual  op¬ 
erating  cost  Increase,  but  would  save  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  of  natural  gas.  This  cost 
would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited  period 
because  the  MFBI  will  eventually  experience 
a  substantial  curtailment  of  its  supply  at 
natural  gas.  If  the  prohibition  order  were  not 
Issued  to  the  MFBI  it  could  alternately  rw- 
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place  It*  current  natural  gas  supply  with 
either  petroleum  products  or  coal  for  the 
period  following  such  substantial  curtailment 
of  Its  natural  gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD,  FKA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  far  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD 
In  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  Its  natural  gas 
supply.  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel  us¬ 
age.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  for  this  MFBI  resulting  from  operating  on 
coal  as  the  primary  energy  source.  Instead  of 
petroleum  products  (and/or  natural  gas 
where  applicable),  will  represent  an  annual 
savings. 

Since  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative. 
Instead  of  petroleum  products,  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  result  In  a  net  cost  savings,  FEA 
hm  determined  that  the  prohibition  against 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
as  the  primary  energy  source  at  this  MFBI 
Is  not  unreasonable. 

The  additional  costs  that  would  be  In¬ 
curred  from  prohibiting  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  as  the  primary  energy  source  at  this 
MFBI  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited 
period  of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  na¬ 
tional  supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the  likeli¬ 
hood  that  Vicksburg  1  will  experience  a  sub¬ 
stantial  curtailment  of  Its  present  supply  of 
natural  gas  In  the  future,  FEA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  cost  of  burning  coal  In  lieu 
of  natural  gas  is  not  unreasonable.  (Final  Re¬ 
port  Oil  and  Gas  Resources,  Reserves,  and 
Productive  Capacities  Volumes  I  and  n.  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration,  October  1975.) 
This  determination  is  further  supported  by 
consideration  of  the  savings  that  would  result 
from  the  burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  potential 
alternate  petroleum  products  for  the  period 
after  which  the  natural  gas  supply  to  Vicks¬ 
burg  1  would  be  substantially  curtailed. 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Vicksburg  1  would  be  economically 
feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into  considera¬ 
tion  the  financial  capability  of  the  owner 
and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s  financial  posi¬ 
tion  as  reported  In  the  Dun  and  Bradstreet 
Reference  Book  (March  1977).  Where  nec¬ 
essary,  FEA  performed  an  Independent 
analysis  of  the  owner's  financial  capability, 
considering  such  factors  as  the  owner's  cur¬ 
rent  financial  statement  and  the  additional 
capital  Investment  required  for  the  owner 
to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's 
which  cue  currently  under  consideration,  as 
well  as  additional  capital  Investment  oosts 
related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to 
date,  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construc¬ 
tion  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If  any,  is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a) 
and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI's  owned  by  Inter¬ 
national.  FEA  related  these  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization 
of  International  and  the  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Vicksburg  1. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  oosts  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  International  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  oosts,  exclusive  of  fuel 
oosts)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  natural  gas  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion  has  been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into 
consideration  total  annual  costs  resulting 
from  compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention,  to  date.  If  any.  to  Issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction  Or¬ 
ders,  If  any  issued  to  date  under  authority  of 


Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Interna¬ 
tional  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
aggregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attrib¬ 
utable  to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI's  currently  under  consideration. 
International's  total  annual  costs  after  con¬ 
version  will  Increase  by  $738,345. 

B.  Consistence  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Vicksburg  1  will  discourage  the  use 
of  natural  gas  and  encourage  the  Increased 
use  of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that 
this  action  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to 
assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to  Is¬ 
suance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
this  MFBI  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act 
and  other  applicable  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  requirements.  FEA  proposes  to  conclude 
that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Vicksburg  1 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with 
existing  national  commitments  to  protect 
and  improve  the  environment. 

HI.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  MFBI  during  the 
period  until  December  31  1984. — A.  Coal 
availability. — 1.  National  coal  reserves.  Unit¬ 
ed  States  coal  reserves  are  more  than  suffi¬ 
cient  to  supply  national  needs  for  the  fore¬ 
seeable  future.  US.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  bil¬ 
lion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently  tech¬ 
nically  and  economically  recoverable  (Dem¬ 
onstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the  United 
States  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  January  1, 
1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975)  (hereafter 
“BOM"  I ) .  Within  these  recoverable  reserves 
approximately  200  billion  tons  contain  1% 
or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  determine  when 
certain  quantities  of  these  reserves  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  available,  FEA  has  examined 
several  studies  referenced  herein,  which  to¬ 
gether  provide  the  best  current  evidence  as 
to  coal  availability  for  the  period  ending  De¬ 
cember  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that  ex¬ 
tend  that  far  Into  the  future;  however,  the 
projected  total  planned  national  coal  produc¬ 
tion  for  1985  already  meets  99%  of  the  total 
US.  demand  expected  In  1985.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  ooal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 


Production 

Potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1877  . 732.3 

1978  - 791.6 

1979  . - . 851.4 

1980  - - -  911.7 

1981  . . .  960.  0 

1982  . .  994.3 

1983  - - - 1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  -  1,  029  6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived 
from  FEA 's  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report. 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “ Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  . 124.3 

1979  - - —  - .  243.  1 

1980  _ 293.3 

1981  . . 350.0 

1982  _ 369.9 

1983  . 369.2 

1984  _ _ 475.5 

1985  . . - . .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is  as 
follows  t  FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook ) : 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Demand 

( million  tons) 

_  730 

764 

_  799 

_  842 

.  887 

.  935 

_  986 

. .  1.040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more  than 
the  following  ("Availability  Report”) : 


Year: 


Demand 
( million  tons) 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


11.0 
22.4 
32.  5 
35.  8 
57.  4 
59.8 
59.  8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report’’  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  this  MFBI.  The  survey  is  based 
on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that  sup¬ 
plied  useful  Information  on  96  mining  units. 
Responses  from  these  companies  Identified 
planned  production  of  coal  which  Is  not  now 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For  those  com¬ 
panies  which  did  not  respond  to  the  survey. 
FEA  estimated  their  uncommitted  planned 
production  based  on  their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
MFBI.  FEA's  “Availability  Report"  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  a  boiler  of  the  type  used  at  Vicks¬ 
burg  1  will  be  able  to  burn  coal  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  characteristics  and  comply  with  all 
applicable  air  pollution  control  requirements 


Btu’s/lb _ »  io,  000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *15 

Ash  (percent) _  *20 

Volatile  (percent) _  1 15 

Ash  softening  temp.  ( *F) _  1 2,  200 

Sulfur  (percent)  (approx.) _  »0.  7 

*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
MFBI.  The  potential  demand  for  ooal,  of  the 
type  described  above.  Which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 
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Demand 

Year:  ( thousand  tons ) 

1979  and  thereafter _  117 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA's  “Availability  Report”  has  de¬ 
termined  that  coal  of  the  type  described  In 
paragraph  A. 3. a.,  above.  Is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  this  MFBI  in  a  nationwide  market  as 
follows: 


Production 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1978  _ _ _  54,  090 

1979  _  97, 325 

1980  _  124,328 

1981  _  149,252 

1982  _  158,268 

1983  _  170,320 

1984  ' _ _  201,207 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  char¬ 
acteristics  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section '2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above,  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report") : 


Demand 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1978  _ 11,  032 

1979  _ 22,434 

1980  _  32,  483 

1981  _ 35,756 

1982  _  57,  362 

1983  _ 59,815 

1984  _ _ _ _ 59,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  this  MFBI  (in  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  this  MFBI)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8,  and 
13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report") : 


Production 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1978  _  19,  952 

1979  _ 33,  160 

1980  _  37,779 

1981  _  44,  246 

1982  _ 47, 145 

1983  _ 51,  293 

1984  _  58,  891 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e„ 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2 
(a)  of  ESECA.  This  potential  regional  de¬ 
mand  is  estimated  in  FEA’s  “Availability  Re¬ 
port”  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  — . 3,268 

1979  _  9,  149 

1980  _  16,321 

1981  _ 18, 771 

1982  _  23,  682 

1983  _  24,095 

1984  . 24,096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 


potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  0.61-1.0  percent 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  0.7  per¬ 
cent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  In 
paragraph  A.S.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 
is  estimated  in  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
( thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 


Year:  0.61  to  1.0 

1978  — _ _ 2,831 

1979  . .  5,  578 

1980  _ 9,839 

1981  . . 11,028 

1982  _ 16,292 

1983  . 16,292 

1984  _ 16,292 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e„  above,  with  the 
characteristics,  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Study" 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Vicks¬ 
burg  1  as  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above. 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncommitted 
coal  exists  in  amounts  sufficient  in  any  year 
to  meet  the  estimated  additional  demand  for 
coal,  both  nationally  and  from  these  Dis¬ 
tricts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be  bought 
from  producers  according  to  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationships  related  to  the  MFBI’s 
location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13.  FEA 
observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI  could  pur¬ 
chase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such  produc¬ 
tion  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibility  of 
Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7, 
1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of  the 

MFBI  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report’’),  coal  few  Vicksburg  1 
would  probably  come  from  BOM  District  8 
as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from  BOM 
District  9  as  the  alternate  supply  area.  While 
these  supply  regions  are  among  the  nearest 
available  sources  able  to  supply  complying 
coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal  could  be 
transferred  by  rail  from  other  Identified 
sources  within  the  United  States  as  well.  The 
analysis  of  transportation  availability  is 
based  on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as  two 
alternate  routes.  These  routes  were  chosen 


to  demonstrate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  to  Vicksburg  1  origi¬ 
nates  in  BOM  District  8  on  the  Louisville 
and  Nashville  (L&N)  north  of  Knoxville. 
Tennessee.  The  IAN  would  move  the  coal  to 
Memphis,  Tennessee,  where  the  Illinois  Cen¬ 
tral  Gulf  (ICG)  picks  it  up  for  delivery  to 
Vicksburg  1.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about 
655  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  northwest  of  Knoxville. 
Tennessee,  on  the  Southern  Railway  (SOU). 
The  SOU  would  move  the  coal  via  Chatta¬ 
nooga,  Tennessee,  and  Birmingham,  Alabama, 
to  Meridian,  Mississippi,  where  the  ICG 
would  then  pick  up  the  coal  for  delivery  to 
Vicksburg  1.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about 
555  miles. 

An  alternate  route  for  coal  delivery  from 
the  alternate  supply  area  would  originate 
coal  in  BOM  District  9  in  Western  Kentucky 
with  barges  of  the  Ohio  River  Company  or 
the  Crounse  Corporation  barging  the  coal  on 
the  Green  River,  the  Ohio  River,  and  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  for  delivery  to  Vicksburg  1 .  The 
total  water  distance  is  about  800  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  L&N. 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Vicksburg  1. 
has  approximately  34,000  hopper  cars  in 
service  and  has  been  increasing  this  number 
by  about  2,000  cars  per  year.  Using  an  aver¬ 
age  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per 
75-ton  car,  the  L&N  may  need  as  many  as  90 
additional  cars  to  handle  the  Increased  de¬ 
mand  from  Vicksburg  1.  This  estimate  as¬ 
sumes  that  the  railroad  would  neither  have 
excess  originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars 
from  other  carriers  in  the  originating  vi¬ 
cinity. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candidates  studied,  there 
would  be  no  major  constraints  In  transport¬ 
ing  coal.  This  study  examined  existing  rail 
transportation  car  capacity,  water  transpor¬ 
tation  capacity,  including  unloading  docks 
where  applicable  and  took  into  account  pro¬ 
jections  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the 
anticipated  demand  for  all  types  of  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  assuming  all  MFBI’s  stud¬ 
ied  were  to  receive  orders  under  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA. 

The  L&N  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  served  by  the  L&N  are  in  good  condi¬ 
tion  and  that  loading  facilities  are  adequate 
to  handle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
Rail  delivery  service  to  Vicksburg  1  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  ICG.  Vicksburg  1  has  Indicated 
that  coal  unloading  and  handling  facilities 
would  need  to  be  added.  It  Is  expected  that 
these  installations  can  be  accomplished  prior 
to  the  effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Vicksburg  1. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  ooal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Vicksburg  1  presently  exist, 
and  alternate  routes  are  available. 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rational*  for  Notice  op  Intention  To  Issue  A 

Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation  Unit  No.  Location 

OCD-OW1 

Continental  Forest  Industries,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Continental  Oroup,  Inc. 

Port  Wentworth  mill..  1,  S,  S,  4  Port  Wentworth,  Oa. 
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These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Continental  Forest  Industries,  a  member  of 
the  Continental  Group,  Inc.  shall  be  referred 
to  as  the  “owner”  and  as  “Continental”.  Port 
Wentworth  Mill  Units  1,  2.  8,  and  4  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  ''MFBI's”  and  as  “Port 
Wentworth  1,  2,  3,  and  4”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3,  and 
4  had  the  capability  and  necessary  plant 
equipment  to  burn  coal. 

This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  It  has  been  Indicated,  either  In  a  Major 
Fuel  Burning  Installation  Coal  Conversion 
Report,  Section  n.  Questions  6,  and  12-14 
(Form  FEA  C— 602-S-0) ,  filed  on  May  20,  197? , 
by  Continental,  or  by  other  Information  ac¬ 
quired  by  FEA,  that  each  MFBI  had  In  place 
on  June  22, 1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of 
burning  ooal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed 
and  constructed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the 
MFBI’s  may  not  have  been  burning  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  Continental  filed 
with  FEA  dated  March  4,  1977,  and  other  In¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Port  Went¬ 
worth  1,  2,  3  and  4  would  have  to  be  acquired 
or  refurbished  In  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to 
bum  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source : 

1.  Burners;  2.  Conveyors;  3.  Pulverizers; 
4.  Instrumentation  and  controls;  5.  Ash  han¬ 
dling  equipment  and  ponding  equipment;  6. 
Unloaders;  7.  Scales  and  feeders;  8.  Hoppers; 
9.  Air  heaters;  10.  Combustors. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3,  and  4  had  all 
other  significant  plant  equipment  and  facil¬ 
ities  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  In 
lieu  of  petroleum  products  and  natural  gas 
at  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3.  and  4  Is  prac¬ 
ticable  and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA. 

This  proposed  finding  is  based  upon  an 
analysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of 
these  boilers  for  the  period  1973-1975,  the 
remaining  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler 
after  conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  that  would  result  from  compliance 
with  a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable.  1.  An¬ 
ticipated  fuel  supplies — Curtailment  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  supply.  Based  on  information  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 
the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  certain  cases 
the  owner,  FEA  presumes  that  these  MFBI's 
will  experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of 
their  present  supply  of  natural  gas.  This  cur¬ 
tailment  will  result  In  Increased  reliance  on 
alternate  fuels  In  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  with  bunting  coal.  a. 
Capital  Investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs,  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3,  and  4  have 
been  determined. 


This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  other  wise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  anlysls  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In  ap¬ 
propriate  clrcumstaces,  upon  FEA's  fuel  cost 
estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Port  Wenworth  1,  2, 
3,  and  4  will  result  In  a  decrease  In  annual 
fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 

on  the  factors  stated  in  paragraph  A.l.  a.-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual 
operating  cost  differential,  hereafter  “NOCD”, 
(which  represents  the  difference  between 
operating  the  boilers  with  coal  and  alternate 
fuel(s)  as  their  primary  energy  source),  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  conversion  of  Port  Went¬ 
worth  1,  2,  3,  and  4  will  represent  an  annual 
savings. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas 
to  burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy- 
source  these  MFBI’s  would  experience  a  net 
annual  operating  cost  increase,  but  would 
save  a  substantial  amount  of  natural  gas. 
This  cost  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited 
period  because  these  MFBI's  will  eventually 
experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their 
supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  prohibition 
order  were  not  Issued  to  these  MFBI's  they 
could  alternately  replace  their  current  na¬ 
tural  gas  supply  with  either  petroleum  pro¬ 
ducts  or  coal  for  the  period  following  such 
substantial  curtailment  of  their  natural  gas 
supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD.  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD. 
in  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  Its  natural  gas 
supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel  us¬ 
age.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  for  these  MFBI’s  resulting  from  operat¬ 
ing  on  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source, 
instead  of  petroleum  products  (and/or  na¬ 
tural  gas  where  applicable),  will  represent 
an  annual  savings. 

Since  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative,  in¬ 
stead  of  petroleum  products,  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  result  In  a  net  co6t  savings,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  prohibition  against 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as 
their  primary  energy  source  at  these 
MFBI’s  Is  not  unreasonable. 

The  additional  costs  that  would  be  In¬ 
curred  from  prohibiting  the  burning  of  na¬ 
tural  gas  as  the  primary  energy  source  at 
Port  Wentworth  1,  2.  3,  and  4  would  only 
be  Incurred  for  a  limited  period  of  time.  In 
view  of  the  scarcity  of  national  supplies  of 
natural  gas  and  the  likelihood  that  Port 
Wentworth  1,  2,  3,  and  4  will  experience  a 
subsantlal  curtailment  of  their  present  sup¬ 
ply  of  natural  gas  in  the  future,  FEA  has 
determined  that  the  cost  of  burning  ooal 
In  lieu  of  natural  gas  Is  not  unreasonable. 
(Final  Report  Oil  and  Gas  Resources. 


Reserves,  and  Productive  Capacities  Volumes 

1  and  n.  Federal  Energy  Administration, 
October  1975.) 

This  determination  Is  further  supported 
by  consideration  of  the  savings  that  would 
result  from  the  burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of 
potential  alternate  petroleum  products  for 
the  period  after  which  the  natural  gas  supply 
to  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3,  and  4  would  be 
substantially  curtailed. 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner,  a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  by  Port  Wentworth  1,  2.  3, 
and  4  would  be  economically  feasible.  FEA’s 
analysis  took  into  consideration  the  finan¬ 
cial  capability  of  the  owner  and  Is  based 
upon  the  owner's  financial  position  as  re¬ 
ported  In  the  Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference 
Book  (March  1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA 
performed  an  Independent  analysis  of  the 
owner's  financial  capability,  considering 
such  factors  as  the  owner's  current  financial 
statement  and  the  additional  capital  invest¬ 
ment  required  for  the  owner  to  comply  with 
this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  cur¬ 
rently  under  consideration,  as  well  as  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  costs  related  to 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any, 
to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  if  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  MFBI'a  owned  by  Continental. 
FEA  related  these  additional  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization  of 
Continental  and  the  remaining  useful  life 
after  conversion  of  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3, 
and  4. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Continental  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  has  been  de¬ 
termined.  FEA  also  took  into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  from  compli¬ 
ance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to 
date,  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If  any. 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 

2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Continental 
MFBI's. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
aggregate  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  currently  under  consideration.  Con¬ 
tinental’s  total  annual  costs  after  conver¬ 
sion  should  decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  «,  and  4 
will  discourage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  and  encourage  the  In¬ 
creased  use  of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  this  action  would  be  consistent 
with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  a 
means  to  assist  in  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  MFBI’s  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
oonclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Port 
Wentworth  1,  2,  3,  and  4  would  be  consistent 
with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  far 
a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential 
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needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  In  a 
manner  which  is  consistent,  to  the  fullest 
extent  practicable,  with  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the 
environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  MFBI’s  during  the 
period  until  December  31, 1984.  A.  Coal  avail¬ 
ability.  1.  National  coal  reserves.  United 
States  coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufficient 
to  supply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show  a  dem¬ 
onstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  bil¬ 
lion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1974.  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  ooal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  thr ,  far  into  the  future;  however, 
the  projected  total  planned  national  coal 
production  for  1985  already  meets  99  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  U.S.  demand  expected  in 
1985.  With  time,  more  potential  mine  de¬ 
velopments  will  become  firm  plans,  thus 
increasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserv¬ 
atively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


potential 
( million  tons) 

_  732, 3 

.  791, 6 

.  851, 4 

.  911,7 

.  960, 0 

.  994, 3 

_ 1.017,4 

.  1,028,7 

.  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA 's  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production 
potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977  (hereafter  “Availability  Report"), 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  . 124.3 

1979  . . . .  243. 1 

1980  _  293.3 

1981  . 350.0 

1982  . 369.9 

1983  _ 396.2 

1984  . 475.5 

1985  . 544.9 


national  demand,  excluding  any  increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA,  is 
as  follows  ( FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 


look)  : 

Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  _  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  -  799 

1981  - _ 842 

1982  _  887 

1983  _ 935 

1984  _  985 

1985  . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more  than 
the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  . .  22.  4 

1980  _  32.5 

1981  _ _  35.  8 

1982  _  57. 4 

1983  _  59.8 

1984  _  59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  The  survey  is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 

For  those  companies  which  did  not  re¬ 
spond  to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their 
uncommitted  planned  production  based  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI’s  FEA's  “Availability  Report” 
has  determined  that  boilers,  of  the  type  used 
at  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3  and  4  will  be  able 
to  burn  coal  of  the  following  characteristics 
and  comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution 
control  requirements. 


Btu's  per  pound  (minimum) _ 10,000 

Moisture  (percent  maximum) _ 16 

Ash  (percent  maximum) _ 20 

Volatile  (percent  minimum) _ 15 

Ash  softening  temperature  (degrees 

fahrenhelt,  minimum) _ 2,200 

Sulfur  (percent  maximum) _ >3.0 

1  Approximate. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  the  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1980  and  thereafter _  112 

c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
in  paragraph  A.3.a„  above,  is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  these  MFBI’s  in  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  ( thousand  tons ) 

1978  . . „ .  124,300 

1979  . . .  243,  100 

1980  _ _  293,  300 

1981  _ _ _  350,  000 

1982  . 369,900 

1983  — . . . .  396,  200 

1984  _ _ _ 475,  500 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 


The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above  is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report”); 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . . . . 11.032 

1979  _ _  22,  434 

1980  _  32,  483 

1981  _ _  35,  755 

1982  _  57  362 

1983  _ 59,  815 

1984  .  59,  815 


e.  Regional  planned  prdouction,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a„  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentialy  available  to 
these  MFBI’s  (in  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  these  MFBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts  7. 
8  and  13  as  follows  ("Availability  Report") : 


Production 

Year:  '  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _ _ _ 28,934 

1979  . 52,077 

1980  _  58.  396 

1981  - 67,882 

1982  .  71,985 

1983  _  77,  668 

1984  _ _  89,345 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.S.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  in  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1978  . .  3,  268 

1979  _ _ _  9, 149 

1980  . 16,321 

1981  _ 18,005 

1982  _  23,682 

1983  . 24,095 

1984  . 24,095 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  2.21-3.1%  sul¬ 
fur  content  (which  includes  the  3.0%  maxi¬ 
mum  sulfur  content  described  in  paragraph 
A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is 
estimated  in  FEA’s  “Availabilty  Report"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 
( thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Year:  2.12-3.1 


1978 

1978 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


77 

1,330 

1.530 
1,631 

1.531 

1,531 
1.  531 
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The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  AJ.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA 
regional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  char¬ 
acteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report’’ 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Port 
Wentworth  1,  2,  3  and  4  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  un¬ 
committed  coal  exists  In  amounts  sufficient 
in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  addi¬ 
tional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and 
from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI's  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7.  8  and 
13. 

FEA  observes  however,  that  the  MFBI’s 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Feasi¬ 
bility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  West¬ 
ern  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities 
In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond.  School  of 
Engineering.  University  of  Pennsylvania, 
November  7, 1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. 

1.  Location  of  MFBI’s  and  coal  supply. 
Based  on  an  FEA  study,  Coal  Transportation 
Availability  Report,  April  1977,  (hereafter 
"Transportation  Availability  Report”),  coal 
for  Port  Wentworth  1,2,3  and  4  would  prob¬ 
ably  come  from  BOM  District  8  as  the  pri¬ 
mary  source  and  from  BOM  District  6  as  an 
alternate  source.  While  these  supply  regions 
are  among  the  nearest  available  sources  able 
to  supply  complying  coal  to  the  plant,  com¬ 
plying  coal  could  be  transferred  by  rail  from 
other  Identified  sources  within  the  United 
States  as  well.  The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  tor  coal  delivery  for  Port  Wentworth 
1,  2,  3  and  4  originates  In  BOM  District  8 
the  Corbin,  Kentucky  area  on  the  Louisville 
and  Nashville  (IAN)  Railroad.  The  IAN 
would  move  It  via  Knoxville,  Tennessee  to 
Atlanta,  Georgia  where  the  Southern  Railway 
would  pick  It  up  and  delivery  the  coal  to 
Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3  and  4  via  Macon  and 
Mldvllle,  Georgia.  The  total  rail  distance  Is 
about  557  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  In  the  St.  Paul, 
Kentucky  area  on  the  IAN  which  would 
move  the  coal  via  Its  affiliate  CUnchfleld  line 
to  Spartanburg,  South  Carolina  .  Another 
affiliate,  the  Seaboard  Coast  Line  RR  (SCL) 
would  then  move  it  via  Augusta  to  Savan¬ 
nah,  Georgia  where  the  Southern  System 
(80U)  would  pick  It  up  and  deliver  It  to 
Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3  and  4.  The  total  rail 
distance  Is  about  495  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  ooal  In  BOM  District 
8  In  the  Devon,  West  Virginia  area  on  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  (NAW) ,  which  would 
move  It  via  Martinsville,  Virginia  to  Win¬ 


ston-Salem,  North  O'ollna  where  the  SOU 
would  pick  It  up  *uia  c-ury  It  via  Charlotte 
to  Columbia,  South  Carolina.  SCL  would 
then  pick  it  up  and  carry  it  to  Savannah, 
Georgia  where  the  SOU  would  then  deliver  It 
to  Port  Wentworth- 1,  2.  3  and  4.  The  total 
rail  distance  Is  about  651  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  IAN,  the 
originating  carrier  of  primary  source  ooal 
for  Port  Wentworth  i,  2,  3  and  4  plant,  has 
about  34,000  hopper  cars  with  an  estimated 
average  capacity  of  75  tons.  Using  an  average 
number  of  20  deliveries  per  year  per  76-ton 
car,  the  IAN  may  need  as  many  as  97  addi¬ 
tional  cars  to  handle  the  Increased  demand 
from  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3  and  4.  This 
estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad  would 
neither  have  excess  originating  capacity  nor 
obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  in  the  origi¬ 
nating  vicinity. 

FEA's  "Transportation  Availability  Report" 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be 
no  major  constraints  In  transporting  coal. 
This  study  examined  existing  rail  transporta¬ 
tion  car  capacity,  water  transportation  ca¬ 
pacity,  Including  unloading  docks,  where  ap¬ 
plicable.  and  took  into  account  projections 


Docket  No.  Owner 


OC l!-139*i  Weyerhaeuser  < '« . . . 

These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA.  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Weyerhaeuser  Company  shall  be  referred 
to  as  the  “owner'1  and  as  "Weyerhaeuser”. 
Plymouth  Plant  Units  2  and  3  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  "MFBI's”  and  as  "Plymouth 
2  and  3”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22.  1974,  Plymouth  2  and  3  had  the 
capability  and  necessary  plant  equipment  to 
bum  coal.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based 
on  the  facts  and  Interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  Weyerhaeuser.  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Ooal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
II,  Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA 
C-602-S-0) ,  filed  on  May  22,  1975,  Indicated 
that  each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Weyerhaeuser 
filed  with  FEA  dated  August  13,  1976,  and 
other  Information  available  to  FEA,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  plant  equipment  and  facilities  at 
Plymouth  2  and  3  would  have  to  be  acquired 
or  refurbished  In  order  for  these  MFBI's  to 
bum  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Crushers;  2.  Pulverizers;  3.  Combustion 
controls;  4.  Boiler  retubing;  6.  Soot  blowers; 

6.  Feeders;  7.  I  ns  trumentation/  controls;  8. 
Coal  handling  equipment;  9.  Boiler 
equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Plymouth  2  and  3  had  all  other  signifi¬ 
cant  plant  equipment  and  ftadlltlee  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 


made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated 
demand  for  all  types  of  transportation  facil¬ 
ities  assuming  all  Mrers  studied  were  to 
receive  orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  BSECA. 

The  IAN  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  served  by  the  IAN  are  In  good  con¬ 
dition  and  that  loading  facilities  could  han¬ 
dle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  plant  facilities 
Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3  and  4  has  Indicated 
that  no  coal  has  been  used  in  the  past,  but 
In  case  of  conversion  to  coal  the  Southern 
Railway  could  deliver  coal  to  Port  Wentworth 
1,  2,  3  and  4. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Port  Wentworth  1,  2,  3  and  4. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
over  the  primary  route  to  Port  Wentworth 
1,  2,  3  and  4  presently  exist,  and  alternate 
routes  are  available. 


Installation  Unit  No  l.o<'alion 


Plymouth  plant  2,  3  Plymouth,  N.C 


D.  Within  the  meaning  of  B8BCA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
ooal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Plymouth  2  and  3  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 
boilers  for  the  period  1973-1975,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
that  would  result  from  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including  fi¬ 
nancing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Plymouth  2  and  3  have  been  deter¬ 
mined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  op  Intention  To  Issue  A 

Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA's  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below  Supporting  rationale  and 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 
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supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  in 
appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA's  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coed  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Plymouth  2  and  3  will 
result  in  a  decrease  in  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
cm  the  factors  stated  in  paragraph  A.l.  a.-c, 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  operat¬ 
ing  cost  differential  (which  represents  the 
difference  between  operating  the  boilers  with 
coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  their  primary 
energy  source) ,  resulting  from  the  conversion 
of  Plymouth  2  and  3,  will  represent  an  an¬ 
nual  cost  increase  of  $5,948. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Plymouth  2  and  3 
is  reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  Weyerhaeuser  will 
incur  additional  capital  investment  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  and  additional  an¬ 
nual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an 
annual  savings  in  its  total  fuel  costs  for  the 
expected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  the 
boilers  after  conversion. 

Increased  costs  of  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  increase  in  the 
annual  cost  of  operating  the  boilers. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Plymouth  2  and  3  will 
result  in  a  substantial  annual  savings  of  bar¬ 
rels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be  used  as  a 
boiler  fuel. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  increase  the  cost  of  op¬ 
erating  at  Plymouth  2  and  3,  FEA  proposes 
•  to  find  that  such  Increased  cost  per  barrel  of 
oil  saved  is  not  unreasonable.  This  deter¬ 
mination  is  based  on  consideration  of  the 
substantial  savings  of  oil  that  will  result 
from  this  conversion.  The  determination  that 
the  costs  of  converting  are  not  unreasonable 
is  further  supported  by  consideration  of  such 
costs  in  relation  to  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion,  the 
size  and  resources  of  Weyerhaeuser  as  ex¬ 
amined  in  the  following  analysis  of  financial 
capability,  the  nature  of  the  expected  oper¬ 
ation  of  these  boilers,  and  potential  future 
increases  in  the  fuel  cost  differential  in  favor 
of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Plymouth  2  and  3  would  be  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible.  FEA's  analysis  took  into 
consideration  the  financial  capability  of  the 
owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner's  financial 
position  as  reported  in  the  Dun  and  Brad- 
street  Reference  Book  (March  1977).  Where 
necessary,  FEA  performed  an  Independent 
analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial  capability 
considering  such  factors  as  the  owner’s  cur¬ 
rent  financial  statement  and  the  additional 
capital  investment  required  for  the  owner  to 
comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's 
which  are  currently  under  consideration,  as 
well  as  additional  capital  Investment  costs 
related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to 
date,  if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construc¬ 
tion  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohi¬ 
bition  or  Construction  Orders,  if  any,  issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and 
(c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI's  owned  by  Weyer¬ 
haeuser.  FEA  related  these  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization  of 
Weyerhaeuser  and  the  remaining  useful  life 
after  conversion  of  Plymouth  2  and  3. 


FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Weyerhaeuser  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
in  costs  (amortized  increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  has  been  de¬ 
termined.  FEA  also  took  into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date, 
if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  if  any,  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  Weyerhaeuser  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings,  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  currently  under  consideration,  Weyer¬ 
haeuser’s  total  annual  costs  after  conversion 
will  increase  by  $5,948. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Plymouth  2  and  3  will  discour¬ 
age  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of 
coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this  ac¬ 
tion  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  anal¬ 
ysis  which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  MFBI’s  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Ply¬ 
mouth  2  and  3  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  in  a  manner  which 
is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practica¬ 
ble,  with  existing  national  commitments  to 
protect  and  improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
uhll  be  available  to  these  MFBI’s  during  the 
period  until  December  31,  1984. — A.  Coal 
availability — 1.  National  coal  reserves.  United 
States  coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufficient 
to  supply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show  a  demon¬ 
strated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  billion 
tons,  over  half  of  which  is  currently  techni¬ 
cally  and  economically  recoverable  (Demon¬ 
strated  Coed  Reserve  Base  of  the  United 
States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  January  1, 
1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  May  1975  [here¬ 
after  “BOM  Survey”] ) .  Within  these  recover¬ 
able  reserves  approximately  200  billion  tons 
contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available. 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  tor  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suf¬ 
ficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully  de¬ 
veloped  because  few  coal  producers  have  firm 


expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far  into  the 
future;  however,  the  projected  total  planned 
national  coal  production  for  1985  already 
meets  99  percent  of  the  total  08.  demand 
expected  in  1985.  With  time,  more  potential 
mine  developments  will  become  firm  plans, 
thus  Increasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  ( million  tons ) 

1977  _  732. 3 

1978  -  791. 6 

1979  851.4 

1980  911.7 

1981  _  960. 0 

1982  _  994. 3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  _ _ _  1.028.7 

1985  _  1,  029.  6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977  (hereafter  "Availability  Report”), 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Production 
( million  tons) 

. 124.3 

.  243.  1 

.  293.3 

_  350.0 

_  369.9 

.  396.2 

.  475.5 

-  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  actloil  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  _ 730 

1979  . 784 

1980  . . 799 

1981  _ 842 

1982  . 887 

1983  _  935 

1984  _ 985 

1985  . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  . - . .  11.0 

1979  _ 22.4 

1980  . 32.6 

1981  _ 35.8 

1982  _ 57.4 

1988  - . 59.8 

1984  . . 59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  The  survey  la 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that 
supplied  useful  information  on  96  mining 
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units.  Responses  from  tbeee  companies  Iden¬ 
tified  planned  production  of  coal  which  la  not 
now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For  those 
companies  which  did  not  respond  to  the 
survey.  FEA  estimated  their  uncommitted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBVn.  FEA'a  •‘Availability  Report” 
has  determined  that  boilers  of  the  type  used 
at  Plymouth  2  and  3  will  be  able  to  burn 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  requirements. 


Btu's  per  pound  (minimum) - 10. 000 

Moisture  (peroent  maximum) -  16 

Ash  (percent  maximum) _  20 

Volatile  (percent  minimum) -  16 

Ash  softening  temperature  (degrees 

fahrenhelt,  minimum) _  2.200 

Sulfur  (percent  maximum) -  *1.6 

N  *  Approximate. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
M FBI’s.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of  the 
type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 
( thousand  tons) 
1979  and  thereafter -  188 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above,  Is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  these  MFBI’s  In  a  nationwide  market 
as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1978  .  67, 937 

1979  .  127,138 

1980  _  168,932 

1981  _ —  189,318 

1982  _  200,269 

1983  _ 214,838 

1984  _  268,700 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  m  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  demand  as  previously  stated  In  para¬ 
graph  A.2.C.,  above,  Is  no  more  than  the  fol¬ 
lowing  ("Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year :  ( thousand  tons ) 

1978  . . -  11,032 

1979  . 22,434 

1980  . - .  32,483 

1981  - _ _  36,755 

1982  . . . . .  57,  862 

1983  _ _ _ _ 69,815 

1984  _ 59,816 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
these  MFBI’s  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  these  MFBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report") : 


Production 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1978  .  26,032 

1979  _ 47,383 

1980  .  53,082 

1981  _ _ —  61,681 

1982  . 66,364 

1983  .  70,662 

1984  . 80.964 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  ooal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  ooal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  FEA's  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . .  3,  268 

1979  .  9. 149 

1980  . . . . -  16,321 

1981  18,006 

1982  .  23.682 

1983  .  24,096 

1984  . 24,096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  1.41-1.8% 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.6% 
maximum  sulfur  content  described  In  para¬ 
graph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI. 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is 
estimated  In  FEA’s  “Availability  Report"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand  (thousand 


tons)  percent 

Year:  sulfur  1.41-1.8 

1978  .  226 

1979  .  897 

1980  _ 1,773 

1981  .  1,773 

1982  . . 1,773 

1983  . 1,778 

1984  . 1,773 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.S.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA 
regional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac¬ 
teristic. 

4.  State  of  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilisation  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report” 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Plym¬ 
outh  2  and  3  as  described  in  paragraph  A.S.a., 
above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  sufficient  In 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issuf  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI's  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI’s 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available. 

( The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded 
Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and  Be¬ 
yond,  School  of  Engineering,  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1976.) 


B.  Coa l  transportation. — l.  Location  of 
MFBI's  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977  (hereafter  "Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Plymouth  2 
and  3  would  probably  come  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from 
BOM  District  1  as  the  alternate  supply  area. 
While  these  supply  regions  are  among  the 
nearest  available  sources  able  to  supply  com¬ 
plying  coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal  could 
be  transferred  by  rail  from  other  Identified 
source  within  the  United  States  as  well.  The 
analysis  of  transportation  availability  is 
based  on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as  two 
alternate  routes.  These  routes  were  chosen 
to  demonstrate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Plymouth  2  and  3 
Is  to  originate  coal  near  Corbin.  Kentucky 
on  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad 
(LAN)  which  would  carry  It  to  Knoxville. 
Tennessee  where  the  Southern  Railway  Co 
would  pick  the  coal  up  and  move  It  via  Mor¬ 
ristown,  Tennessee,  Asheville,  Salisbury  and 
Greensboro,  North  Carolina  to  Raleigh. 
North  Carolina.  The  Norfolk  Southern  Rail¬ 
way  Co.  (NS)  would  then  deliver  It  to  Plym¬ 
outh  2  and  3  via  Wilson  and  Washington. 
North  Carolina.  The  total  distance  Is  about 
409  miles  by  rail. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  Is  to  originate  coal  In  the  Devon. 
West  Virginia  area  on  the  Norfolk  and  West¬ 
ern  (NAW)  which  would  move  It  via  Roa¬ 
noke  to  Jarrett,  Virginia.  The  Seaboard  Coast 
Line  (SCL)  would  then  pick  ft  up  and  carry 
It  to  Plymouth  2  and  3.  The  total  rail  dis¬ 
tance  Is  about  475  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  ooal  In  the  Altoona, 
Pennsylvania  area  on  Consolidated  Railroad 
(Conrall).  Conrail  would  move  the  coal  via 
York.  Pennsylvania  and  Baltimore,  Mary¬ 
land  to  Washington,  D.C.  The  Richmond. 
Fredericksburg  and  Potomac  Railroad  Com¬ 
pany  would  pick  It  up  and  carry  it  to  Rich¬ 
mond,  Virginia  where  SCL  would  pick  It  up 
and  deliver  It  to  Plymouth  2  and  3.  The  total 
rail  distance  is  approximately  545  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  LAN,  the 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Plymouth  2 
and  3  has  about  34,000  hopper  cars  with  an 
estimated  average  capacity  of  75  tons.  Using 
an  average  number  of  20  deliveries  per  year 
per  75-ton  car,  the  LAN  may  need  as  many 
as  265  additional  cars  by  1979  to  handle  the 
Increased  demand  of  the  Plymouth  Plant 
This  estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad 
would  neither  have  excess  originating  ca¬ 
pacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  In 
the  originating  vicinity. 

FEA’s  "Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  candidates  studied,  there  would 
be  no  major  constraints  in  transporting  coal 
This  study  examined  existing  rail  transpor¬ 
tation  car  capacity,  water  transportation  ca¬ 
pacity,  Including  unloading  docks,  where  ap¬ 
plicable,  and  took  into  account  projections 
made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated 
demand  for  all  types  of  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  assuming  all  MFBI's  studied  were  to 
receive  orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 
■  The  LAN  Indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  mine  sites  within  BOM  District 
8  served  by  the  LAN  are  in  good  condition 
and  loading  facilities  could  handle  the  re¬ 
quired  coal  volume. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities 
The  destination  carriers  have  delivered  coal 
to  the  plant  In  the  past.  Coal  can  now  be 
burned  at  Plymouth  2  and  3. 
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There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Plymouth  2  and  3. 

S.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no 


major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Plymouth  9  and  3  pres¬ 
ently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings 


and  Rational*  for  None*  of  Intention  To  Issue  a 
Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI's  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 


OC  C-2057 


Monsanto  Co. . . . . Pensacola  plant. 


1,2, 3, 4, 5, 6  Pensacola.  Fla. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Monsanto  Company  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “owner”  and  as  “Monsanto”.  Pensacola 
Units  1  through  6  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
“MFBI's"  and  as  “Pensacola  1.  2,  3,  4,  5  and 
6”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Monsanto  had  the  capability  and  neces¬ 
sary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  This 
proposed  finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Monsanto,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  In¬ 
stallation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
II,  Questions  6  and  12-14  (Form  FEA  C-602- 
S-0) ,  filed  on  May  20,  1975,  Indicated  that 
each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22,  1974, 
a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal. 
The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Monsanto  filed 
with  FEA  dated  August  3,  1976.  and  other 
information  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Monsanto 
would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished  In 
order  for  these  MFBI's  to  burn  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source : 

1.  Combustors 

2.  Heaters. 

3.  Special  Instrumentation  and  controls. 

4.  Unloaders. 

5.  Conveyors. 

6.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

7.  Hoppers. 

8.  Silos. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  6  and  6  had  all 
other  significant  plant  equipment  and  fa¬ 
cilities  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  5  and  6  Is  prac¬ 
ticable  and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based  upon 
an  analysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption 
of  these  boilers  for  the  period  1973-1977,  the 
remaining  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler 
after  conventon.  the  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  that  would  result  from  compliance 


with  a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the 
facts  and  Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. 

1.  Anticipated  fuel  supplies.  Curtailment  of 
natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  certain 
cases  the  owner,  FEA  presumes  that  these 
MFBI’s  will  experience  a  substantial  curtail¬ 
ment  of  their  present  supply  of  natural  gas. 
This  curtailment  will  result  In  Increased 
reliance  on  alternate  fuels  In  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.  a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs,  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coal  at  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  5  and  6  have 
been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  anlysls  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning  of 
coal  has  been  calculated  based  on  Informa¬ 
tion  supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  ac¬ 
quired  by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In 
appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4. 
5  and  6  will  result  In  a  decrease  In  annual 
fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.l.a-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  operat¬ 
ing  cost  differential,  hereafter  “NOCD”, 
(which  represents  the  difference  between 
operating  the  boilers  with  coal  and  alternate 
fuel(s)  as  their  primary  energy  source),  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  conversion  of  Pensacola  1, 

2,  3,  4,  5  and  6  will  represent  an  annual  cost 
Increase  of  $1,454,883. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  Is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas  to 
burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source 
these  MFBI's  would  experience  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  Increase,  but  would  save  a 
substantial  amount  of  natural  gas.  This  cost 
would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited  period 
because  these  MFBI’s  will  eventually  expe¬ 


rience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their 
supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  Prohibition 
Order  were  not  issued  to  these  MFBI’s  they 
could  alternately  replace  their  current  nat¬ 
ural  gas  supply  with  either  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  or  coal  for  the  period  following  such 
substantial  curtailment  of  their  natural 
gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD,  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD. 
In  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  Its  natural  gas 
supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel  us¬ 
age.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  Increase 
for  these  MFBI’s  resulting  from  operating  on 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source.  Instead 
of  petroleum  products  (and/or  natural  gas 
where  applicable),  will  be  approximately 
$1,454,883. 

Although  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative. 
Instead  of  potential  petroleum  products, 
could  be  expected  to  result  In  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  Increase,  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  prohibition  of  burning  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  the  primary  energy 
source  at  Pensacola  1.  2.  3.  4,  5,  and  6  Is  not 
unreasonable. 

Burning  of  coal  by  these  MFBI’s  as  their 
primary  energy  source  Instead  of  petroleum 
products  would  result  In  additional  capital 
investment  costs  and  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  exclusive  erf  fuel  costs. 
Any  additional  conversion  costs  would,  how¬ 
ever,  be  mitigated  by  the  savings  In  fuel  costs 
Inherent  In  burning  coal.  Notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  these  MFBI’s  could  experience 
annual  savings  In  their  total  fuel  costs 
should  they  convert  to  coal  Instead  of  con¬ 
verting  to  petroleum  products,  there  would 
be  a  net  Increase  In  the  costs  to  these  MFBI’s. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of 
coal  instead  of  petroleum  products  would  be 
expected  to  increase  the  costs  Incurred  by 
Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6  by  $1,454,883  per 
year.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  such  In¬ 
creased  cost,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  Is  not 
unreasonable  given  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
This  determination  Is  based  on  consideration 
of  the  substantial  potential  oil  savings  that 
would  result  from  conversion  to  coal.  The 
determination  that  the  costs  of  burning  coal 
instead  of  petroleum  products  would  not  be 
unreasonable  Is  further  supported  by  consid¬ 
eration  of  such  costs  In  relation  to  the  ex¬ 
pected  remaining  useful  life  of  these  MFBI’s. 
the  size  and  resources  of  the  owner  as  exam¬ 
ined  in  the  following  discussion  of  financial 
capability,  and  the  nature  of  the  expected 
operations  of  these  MFBI’s. 

The  additional  costs  that  would  be  Incurred 
If  FEA  were  to  prohibit  the  burning  of  na¬ 
tural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  the  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  at  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  5. 
and  6  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited 
period  of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity  of 
national  supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the  like¬ 
lihood  that  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6 
will  experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of 
their  present  natural  gas  supply  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  FEA  has  determined  that  the  cost  of 
burning  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  Is  not  un¬ 
reasonable.  (Final  Report  Oil  and  Gas  Re¬ 
sources,  Reserves,  and  Productive  Capacities 
Volumes  I  and  n.  Federal  Energy  Adminis¬ 
tration,  October  1975.) 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner,  a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  by  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4.  5  and 
6  would  be  economically  feasible.  FEA’s 
analysis  took  Into  consideration  the  finan¬ 
cial  capability  of  the  owner  and  is  based 
upon  the  owner’s  financial  position  as  re¬ 
ported  in  the  Dun  and  Brads treet  Reference 
Book  (March  1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA 
performed  an  Independent  analysis  of  the 
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owner’s  financial  capability,  considering 
such  factors  as  the  owner’s  current  financial 
statement  and  the  additional  capital  invest¬ 
ment  required  for  the  owner  to  comply 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which 
are  currently  under  consideration,  as  well 
as  additional  capital  Investment  costs  related 
to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date,  if 
any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  3  (a)  and 
(c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI’s  owned  by  Monsanto. 
FEA  related  these  additional  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization  of 
Monsanto  and  the  remaining  useful  life  after 
conversion  of  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4.  5  and  6. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Monsanto  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annuel  Increase 
in  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment’  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
co6ts)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  and  and  natural  gas  attribu¬ 
table  to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration  has  been  determined.  FEA  also 
took  Into  consideration  total  annual  coots 
resulting  from  compliance  with  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  <late.  If  any.  to  issue 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders.  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Mon¬ 
santo  MFBI's. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings,  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's 
currently  under  consideration,  Monsanto’s 
total  annual  costs  after  conversion  will  In¬ 
crease  by  $1,454,883. 

B.  Consistency  with  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  lsuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4.  5,  and  6  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  increased  use  of  coal.  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to  is¬ 
suance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for  these 
MFBI's  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
other  applicable  environmental  protection  re¬ 
quirements.  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  Pensacola  1,  2.  3,  4,  5, 
and  6  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist 
in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  in  a  maimer  which  is  consist¬ 
ent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with 
existing  national  commitments  to  protect 
and  Improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  MFBI's  during  the 
period  until  December  31,  1984. 

A.  Coat  availability.  1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over 
400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  cur¬ 
rently  technically  and  economically  recover¬ 
able  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1.  1074,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1075) 
(hereafter  "BOM  Survey" ] ) .  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
"tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quantities 
of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available. 


FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  beet  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1084. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suf¬ 
ficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980. 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plants  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future:  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  U.S. 
demand  expected  in  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practical  to 
produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities : 


Production 

potential 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1977  . - . - . - . -  732.3 

1978  — . . 791.6 

1979  _ 851.4 

1980  . - . . .  911.7 

1981  _ _ _  960  0 

1982  _  994.  3 

1983  _ 1.017.4 

1984  _ _ —  -  1.028.7 

1985  . 1.029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977  (hereafter  "Availability  Report"), 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 

Production 
( million  tons ) 


1978  . 124.3 

1979  .  243.  1 

1980  . -.293.3 

1981  _ _  350.0 

1982  . .  369.9 

1983  . . .  396.2 

1984  . . . . . . .  475.5 

1986  . *_  644.  9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  is 
as  follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy 
Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  -  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  -  799 

1981  _ 842 

1982  -  887 

1983  . 935 

1984  . 985 

1985  -  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  ("Availability  Report") : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons ) 

1978  . - . . 11.0 

1979  _ 22.4 

1980  . 32.5 

1981  _ 35.8 

1982  . 57.4 

1983  . 59.8 

1984  . 59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand,  FEA’s  "Availability  Report"  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  The  survey  is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that 
supplied  useful  Information  on  96  mining 
units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
For  those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey.  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI’s.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report" 
has  determined  that  boilers  of  the  type  used 
at  Rensacola  1.  2.  3.  4.  5  and  6  will  be  able 
to  burn  coal  of  the  following  characteristics 
and  comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution 
control  requirements. 


Btu’s/lb - t  io,  000 

Moisture  (percent) _  >15 

Ash  (percent) _  »20 

Volatile  (percent) _  1 15 

Ash  (percent) _  *20 

Sulfur  (percent)  (approx.) _  *2.5 


1  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of  the 
type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1983  and  thereafter _  248 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 

istic  coal.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described  in 
paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  these  MFBI’s  In  a  nationwide  market 
as  follows: 

Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

*  197#  -’- . 124,300 

1979  .  243.  100 

I960  . .  293,300 

1981  - 350.000 

1982  - - -  369.900 

1983  -  396.200 

1984  -  475,500 

d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A. 3.c., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESEOA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
Afi.c.,  above.  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
("Availability  Report") : 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . 11,032 

1979  - 22,434 

1980  -  32.488 

1981  _  35,758 

1982  -  57,362 

1983  _ 59.818 

1984  .  89,815 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  42,  NO.  94— MONDAY,  MAY  U,  1977 


24918 


NOTICES 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A. 3a.,  above,  Is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  these  MFBI’s  (In  a  probable  regional  sup¬ 
ply/demand  relationship  related  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  these  MPBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts  7, 
8  and  13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Production 

Year:  ~  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _  28,934 

1979  _  52,077 

1980  _  88,  396 

1981  _  67,882 

1982  . 71,985 

1983  _  77,668 

1984  . . .  89,346 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  /or  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e„ 
exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Districts 
7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 
This  potential  regional  demand  Is  estimated 
in  PEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to  be  no  more 
than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  8.268 

1979  _  9, 149 

1980  _ 18,  821 

1981  _ 18,005 

1982  _  28,  682 

1983  _  24,096 

1984  .  24,096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7.  8  and  13  with  a  2.2-2.51  percent 
sulfur  content  (which  includes  the  2.6  per¬ 
cent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  in 
paragraph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  tinder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  is  estimated  In  PEA’s  “Availability 
Report”  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent 
sulfur 

Year:  2J2to2JSl 

1978  _ 77 

1979  _ 1,330 

1980  _ 1,630 

1981  . 1,631 

1982  _ 1,631 

1983  .  1,631 

1984  .  1,631 

The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.S.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would  ad¬ 
versely  afTect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  PEA's  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report” 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8,  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Pen¬ 
sacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  and  6  as  described  In 
paragraph  A.3.a.,  above.  PEA  proposes  to  find 
that  this  uncommitted  ooal  exists  In  amounts 
sufficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 


additional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  undeh  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  acoordlng  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8,  and 
13.  PEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI's 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibil¬ 
ity  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western 
Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  In 
the  Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  En¬ 
gineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  No¬ 
vember  7,  1975.) 

B.  Cool  transportation.  1.  Location  of 
MFBI’s  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study,  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Pensacola  1, 

2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6  would  probably  come  from 
BOM  District  8  as  the  primary  supply  area 
and  from  BOM  District  13  as  the  alternate 
supply  area.  While  these  supply  regions  are 
among  the  nearest  available  sources  able 
to  supply  complying  coal  to  the  plant,  com¬ 
plying  coal  could  be  transferred  by  rail  from 
other  identified  sources  within  the  United 
States  as  well.  The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Pensacola  1,  2, 

3,  4,  6,  and  6  Is  to  originate  ooal  In  BOM 
District  8  In  the  Wlllamsburg,  Kentucky 
area  on  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  (LAN) 
Railroad.  The  LAN  would  move  It  via  Nash¬ 
ville,  Tennessee,  and  Decatur,  Birmingham, 
and  Montgomery,  Alabama,  for  delivery  to 
Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6.  The  total  rail 
distance  Is  about  640  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  coal  near  Clinton,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  on  the  Southern  Railway  which  will 
move  It  via  Knoxville  and  Cleveland,  Tennes¬ 
see,  and  Rome,  Georgia,  to  Kimbrough,  Ala¬ 
bama,  where  the  Frisco  Line  picks  It  up  to 
deliver  to  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  and  6.  The 
total  rail  distance  Is  about  830  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  coal  In  BOM  Dls- 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Bo  water  Southern  Paper  Corporation,  a 
wholly-owned  subsidiary,  through  other 
subsidiaries,  of  Bowater  Corporation,  Ltd., 
London,  England  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
"owner”  and  as  “Bowater  Southern”.  Cal¬ 
houn  Mill  Units  1,  2,  3.  4,  and  5  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “MFBI’s”  and  as  "Calhoun 
1,  2,  3,  4,  and  6”. 

1.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  6  had  the  ca- 


trict  13  the  Tuscaloosa,  Alabama  area  where 
the  coal  would  be  barged  by  the  Parker  Tow¬ 
ing  Company  down  the  Warrior  River  and 
via  the  Gulf  Intercoastal  Waterway  for  de¬ 
livery  to  Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  and  6.  The 
total  distance  Is  about  600  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  LAN  Rail¬ 
road,  the  originating  carrier  of  coal  for 
Pensacola  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6,  has  over 
34,000  hopper  can  in  service  and  has  been 
Increasing  this  number  by  about  2,000  cars 
per  year.  Using  an  average  number  of  20 
deliveries  per  year  per  76-ton  car,  the  LAN 
may  need  as  many  as  166  additional  cars  to 
handle  the  Increased  demand  from  Pensacola 
1.  2,  8,  4,  6,  and  6.  This  estimate  assumes 
that  the  railroad  would  neither  have  excess 
originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from 
other  carriers  in  the  originating  vicinity 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candidates  studies,  there 
would  be  no  major  constraints  In  transport¬ 
ing  coal.  This  study  examined  existing  rail 
transportation  car  capacity,  water  transpor¬ 
tation  capacity,  Including  unloading  docks, 
where  applicable,  and  took  Into  account 
projections  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the 
anticipated  demand  for  all  types  of  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  assuming  all  MFBI's 
studied  were  to  receive  orders  under  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA.  The  LAN  Indicated  that 
transportation  faculties  at  nine  sites  within 
BOM  District  8  served  by  the  LAN  are  in 
good  condition  and  that  loading  facilities 
could  handle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  ooal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
Monsanto  has  Indicated  that  no  coal  facili¬ 
ties  are  currently  avaUable.  A  study  being 
conducted  by  Monsanto  should  be  completed 
by  mld-1977.  It  Is  expected  that  these  Instal¬ 
lations  can  be  accomplished  prior  to  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  these  MFBI’s. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
vrill  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Pensacola  1,  2,  3.  4,  5, 
and  6  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 


pabUity  and  necessary  plant  equipment  to 
bum  coal.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based 
on  the  facts  and  Interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  Bowater  Southern,  in  a  Major  Fuel 
Burning  Installation  Coal  Conversion  Re¬ 
port,  Section  n.  Questions  6,  and  12-14, 
(Form  FEA  C-602-S-0),  filed  on  May  30, 
1975,  indicated  that  each  MFBI  had  In  place 
on  June  22,  1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of 
burning  ooal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed 
and  constructed  or  modified  to  burn  ooal  as 
their  primary  energy  source,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the 
MFBI’s  may  not  have  been  burning  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  tor  Notice  of  Intention  To  Issue  A 

Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installation  Unit  No.  Location 


OCU-2612  Bowater  Corp..  Ltd.,  Bowater  Calhoun  mill .  1,2, 3, 4,5  Calhoun,  Tenn. 

Southern  Paper  Corp. 
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B.  Based  on  Information  Bo  water  South¬ 
ern  filed  with  PEA  dated  March  T,  1977,  and 
other  Information  available  to  FEA,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  plant  equipment  and  facilities  at 
Calhoun  1,  a,  S,  4.  and  5  would  have  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  or  refurbished  In  order  for  these 
M FBI's  to  burn  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source: 

1.  Combustors;  2.  Soot  blowers:  3.  Unload¬ 
ers:  4.  Conveyors;  6.  Crushers;  6.  Pulverizers; 
7  Scales;  8.  Feeders;  9.  Air  heaters:  10.  Con¬ 
trols;  11.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22. 
1974.  Calhoun  1,  2,  3.  4.  and  5  had  all  other 
significant  plant  equipment  and  facilities 
associated  with  the  burning  of  ooal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  pursuant  thereto,  the  equipment 
and  facilities  listed  in  paragraph  B.  above, 
do  not  Individually  or  In  combination  con¬ 
stitute  a  lack  of  capability  and  necessary 
plant  equipment  to  burn  coal  as  of  June  22. 
1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gat  or  petroleum  produett  it  practicable  arid 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Calhoun  1,  2.  3,  4.  and  5  Is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an 
analysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of 
these  boilers  for  the  period  1974-1976.  the 
remaining  life  of  each  boiler  after  conver¬ 
sion.  the  net  operating  cost  differential  that 
would  result  from  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and  In¬ 
terpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable.  1. 
Anticipated  fuel  supplies — Curtailment  of 
natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  certain 
cases  the  owner,  FEA  presumes  that  these 
M FBI's  will  experience  a  substantial  curtail¬ 
ment  of  their  present  supply  of  natural  gas. 
This  curtailment  will  result  In  Increased  re¬ 
liance  on  alternate  fuels  In  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.  a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including  fi¬ 
nancing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  faculties  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4.  and  5  have  been 
determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  In  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  FKA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates.  FKA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Calhoun  1,  2,  3.  4.  and 
5  will  result  In  a  decrease  in  annual  fuel 
costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.l.  a.-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  anual  operating 
cost  differential,  hereafter  "NOCD",  (which 
represents  the  difference  between  operating 
the  boilers  with  coal  and  alternate  fuel(s) 


as  their  primary  energy  source),  resulting 
from  the  conversion  of  Calhoun  1.  2,  S,  4. 
and  6  will  represent  an  annual  cost  Increase 
of  $621,033. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for  de¬ 
ciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  Is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas 
to  burning  coal  as  the  primary  energy  source 
these  M FBI's  would  experience  a  net  an¬ 
nual  operating  cost  Increase,  but  would  save 
a  substantial  amount  of  natural  gas.  This 
cost  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited 
period  because  these  MFBI’s  will  eventually 
experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their 
supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  prohibition  or¬ 
der  were  not  Issued  to  these  MFBI's  they 
could  alternatively  replace  their  current  nat¬ 
ural  gas  supply  with  either  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  or  coal  for  the  period  following  such 
substantial  curtailment  of  their  natural  gas 
supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD.  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD. 
In  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  its  natural  gas 
supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  In¬ 
crease  for  these  MFBI’s  resulting  from  op¬ 
erating  on  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source.  Instead  of  petroleum  products 
(and/or  natural  gas  where  applicable),  will 
be  approximately  $621,033. 

Although  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative. 
Instead  of  potential  petroleum  products, 
could  be  expected  to  result  in  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  Increase.  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  prohibition  of  burning  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  as  the  primary 
energy  source  at  Calhoun  1,  2.  3.  4.  and  6 
is  not  unreasonable. 

Burning  of  coal  by  these  MFBI's  as  their 
primary  energy  source  Instead  of  petroleum 
products  would  result  In  additional  capital 
investment  costs  and  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  exclusive  of  fuel  costs. 
Any  additional  conversion  costs  would,  how¬ 
ever.  be  mitigated  by  the  savings  in  fuel 
costs  Inherent  In  burning  coal.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  these  MFBI's  could 
experience  annual  savings  In  their  total  fuel 
costs  should  they  convert  to  coal  Instead 
of  converting  to  petroleum  products,  there 
would  be  a  net  Increase  In  the  costs  to  these 
MFBI's. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of 
coal  instead  of  petroleum  products  would  be 
expected  to  Increase  the  costs  Incurred  by 
Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4.  and  5  by  $621,033  per  year, 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  such  increased 
cost,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  Is  not  unrea¬ 
sonable  given  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
determination  Is  based  on  consideration  of 
the  substantial  potential  oil  savings  that 
would  result  from  conversion  to  coal.  The 
determination  that  the  costs  of  burning  coal 
Instead  of- petroleum  products  would  not  be 
unreasonable  Is  further  supported  by  con¬ 
sideration  of  such  costs  In  relation  to  the 
expected  remaining  .useful  life  of  these 
MFBI's,  the  size  and  resources  of  the  owner 
as  examined  In  the  following  discussion  of 
financial  capability,  and  the  nature  of  the 
expected  operations  of  these  MFBI's. 

The  additional  costs  that  would  be  Incur¬ 
red  If  FEA  were  to  prohibit  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  the 
primary  energy  source  at  Calhoun  1.  2,  3. 

4.  and  5  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited 
period  of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  na¬ 
tional  supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the  likeli¬ 
hood  that  Calhoun  1.  2,  3.  4,  and  8  will 
experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  Its 
present  natural  gas  supply  In  the  future. 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  cost  of  burn¬ 


ing  ooal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  Is  not  unrea¬ 
sonable.  (Final  Report  OH  and  Oas  Re¬ 
sources,  Reserves,  and  Productive  Capacities 
Volumes  I  and  n.  Federal  Energy  Administra¬ 
tion,  October  1975.) 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner  a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  by  Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4.  and  5 
would  be  economically  feasible.  FEA's  anal¬ 
ysis  took  Into  consideration  the  financial 
caplblllty  of  the  owner  and  is  based  upon 
the  owner's  financial  position  as  reported 
in  the  Dun  and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book 
(March  1977).  Where  necessary.  FEA  per¬ 
formed  an  Independent  analysis  of  the  own¬ 
er's  financial  capability,  considering  such 
factors  as  the  owner's  current  financial  state¬ 
ment  and  the  additional  capital  Investment 
required  for  the  owner  to  comply  with  this 
NOI  and  all  other  NOI*  which  are  currently 
under  consideration,  as  well  as  additional 
capital  Investment  costs  related  to  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to 
issue  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  * 
to  MFBI’s  owned  by  Bo  water  Southern. 

FEA  related  these  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization  of 
Bowater  Southern  and  the  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4. 
and  5. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  the  owner  to  assume  such 

costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  and  natural  gas  attributa¬ 
ble  to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion  has  been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into 
consideration  total  annual  costs  resulting 
from  compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention,  to  date,  If  any.  to  Issue  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 

If  any,  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Bowater 
Southern  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
currently  under  consideration.  Bowater 
Southern’s  total  annual  costs  after  conver¬ 
sion  will  Increase  by  $621,033. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Calhoun  I,  2.  3.  4,  and  5  will  dis¬ 
courage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum 
products  and  encourage  the  Increased  use 
of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this 
action  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  MFBI's  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Calhoun 
1.  2,  3.  4.  and  5  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is 
consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
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will  be  available  to  these  MFBI's  during  the 
period  until  December  31, 1984. 

A.  Coal  availability.  1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To 
determine  when  certain  quantities  of  these 
reserves  are  expected  to  be  available,  PEA 
has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  pro¬ 
ducing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1980,  plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  coal  producers 
have  firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that 
far  Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected 
total  planned  national  coal  .production  for 
1965  already  meets  99%  of  the  total  U.S.  de¬ 
mand  expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more  po¬ 
tential  mine  developments  will  become  firm 
plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned  produc¬ 
tion. 

a.  National  Coal  Production.  It  Is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  prac¬ 
ticable  to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least 
the  following  quantities : 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  732.  3 

1978  .  791.8 

1979  . 851.4 

1980  . .  911.  7 

1981  _  960. 0 

1982  . . .  994.  3 

1983  - 1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  - 1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  l'977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  . 124.3 

1979  . . . . . .  243. 1 

1980  _ 293.3 

1981  .  350.0 

1982  _  369.9 

1983  _ 896.2 

1984  _  475  6 

1985  .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  TEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1877  .  gee 

1978  -  780 

1979  _ 784 

1980  _ 799 

1981  .  842 

1982  .  887 

1983  . 935 

1984  .  985 

1985  - 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
ooal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more  than 
the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 

Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ . 11.0 

1979  _ * _ _ _ _ 22.4 

1980  . 32.6 

1981  _ 35.8 

1982  . . 57.4 

1983  _ 59.8 

1984  .  59.8 

3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  Identifies 
ooal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  The  survey  Is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI’s.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  boilers  of  the  type  used  at 
Calhoun  l,  2,  3,  4  and  5  will  be  able  to  burn 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and  com¬ 
ply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements. 


Btu’s/lb  . 1 10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *16 

Ash  (percent) _  1 20 

Volatile  (percent) _  1 16 

Ash  softening  temp.  ( *F) _  1 2.  200 

Sulfur  (percent)  (approximate)...  :4.  0 


1  Mimlmum. 

E  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  ooal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows : 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
1980  and  thereafter -  172 

c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report’’  has 
determined  that  ooal  of  the  type  described 
In  paragraph  A.3.a.  above.  Is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  these  MFBI’s  In  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  194,800 

1979  . . . .  243,  100 

I960  .  293,300 

1981  . .  360,000 

1982  .  309,900 

1983  .  896,200 

1984  .  476,600 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 


The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  ooal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A. 3.c  , 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  tor  coal  re¬ 
gardless  erf  characteristics  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  aU  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above,  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report”) : 

Demand 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


(thousand  tons) 

. —  11,032 

.  22.434 

.  32.483 

.  35,755 

.  67,362 

. . 69,816 

. 59,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  these  MFBI’s  (In  a  probable  regional 
supply /demand  relationship  related  to  the 
location  of  these  MFBI’s)  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  as  follows  (“Availability 
Report") : 

Production 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


( thousand  tons) 

. .  28,934 

.  52,077 

.  58,396 

.  67,882 

. . 71,985 

_  77,660 

. .  89,345 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  ooal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e  , 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for 
coal  regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 


all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  In  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


(thousand 

tons) 

...  3,268 
...  9,  149 

...  16.321 
...  18,006 
...  23,682 
...  24,095 
...  24.095 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  2.21-4.01% 
sulfur  content  (which  includes  the  4.0% 
maximum  sulfur  content  described  In  para¬ 
graph  A .3. a.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 
Is  estimated  In  FEA’s  “Availability  Report” 
to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand  ( thousand 


tons)  percent 

Year :  sulfur  2.21-4.01 

1978  .  77 

1979  . .  1,330 

1980  .  1,680 

1981  . . 1,631 

1982  — .  1,631 

1983  . . . 1,631 

1984  .  1.  631 
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The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e„  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  of  utilization  of  coal  that  would  ad¬ 
versely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA's  "Availability  Report" 
lias  identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7.  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Cal¬ 
houn  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5  as  described  in  para¬ 
graph  A.3.a.,  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
this  uncommitted  coal  exists  In  amounts 
sufficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
additional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI's  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply /demand  relationships  related  to  these 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7.  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  these  MFBI's 
could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Feasi¬ 
bility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  West¬ 
ern  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utili¬ 
ties  in  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond.  School  of 
Engineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania, 
November  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI’s  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port.  April  1977,  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report"),  coal  tor  Calhoun  1,  2, 
3,  4  and  5  would  probably  come  from  BOM 
District  8  as  both  the  primary  and  alternate 
source  of  supply.  While  this  supply  region  is 
the  nearest  available  source  able  to  supply 
complying  coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal 
could  be  transferred  by  rail  from  other  iden¬ 
tified  sources  within  the  United  States  as 
well.  The  analysis  of  transportation  avail¬ 
ability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as 
well  as  one  alternate  route.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Calhoun  1,  2,  3, 
4  and  5  is  to  originate  coal  In  BOM  District 
8  near  Somerset,  Kentucky  on  the  Southern 
Railway.  Southern  would  carry  the  coal  via 
Knoxville,  Tennessee  and  deliver  it  to  Cal¬ 
houn  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5.  The  total  rail  distance 
is  aboivt  233  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  coal  in  Corbin.  Kentucky 
on  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad 
(LAN)  which  moves  it  via  Knoxville.  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  Patty,  Tennessee  and  delivers  it  to 
Calhoun  1,  2.  3.  4  and  5.  The  total  rail 
distance  is  about  183  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  South¬ 
ern  Railway,  the  originating  carrier  of  coal 
for  Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5  has  about 
14.000  hopper  cars  in  service.  Using  an  aver¬ 
age  number  of  20  deliveries  per  year  per 
88-ton  car,  the  Southern  may  need  as  many 
as  132  additional  cars  to  handle  the  Increased 
demand  from  Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5. 

This  estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad 
would  neither  have  excess  originating  capac¬ 
ity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  in 
the  originating  vicinity. 

FEA's  “Transportation  Availability  Report 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be 
no  major  constraints  in  transporting  coal. 


This  study  examined  existing  rail  trans¬ 
portation  car  capacity,  water  transportation 
capacity,  including  unloading  docks,  where 
applicable,  and  took  into  account  projec¬ 
tions  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  an¬ 
ticipated  demand  for  all  types  of  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  assuming  all  MFBI's 
studied  were  to  receive  orders  under  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  coal  for  any  originating  alternate  or 
intermediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Westvaco  Corporation  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  "owner*  and  as  "Westvaco".  Charles¬ 
ton  Plant  Units  4  and  5  shall  be  referred 
to  as  the  "MFBI's"  and  as  “Charleston  4  and 
6". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  dal. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22,  1974, 
Charleston  4  and  5  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  burn  coal.  This 
proposed  finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Westvaco,  in  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  In¬ 
stallation  coal  Conversion  Report.  Section  n. 
Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C-602- 
S-0)  filed  on  June  30.  1975  indicated  that 
each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The 
boilers  had  been  designed  and  constructed  or 
modified  to  burn  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
June  22.  1974,  the  MFBI's  may  not  have  been 
burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  Westvaco  filed 
with  FEA  dated  July  22.  1978,  and  other  in¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA.  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Charleston 
4  and  5  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refur¬ 
bished  in  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to  burn  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  tTnloaders. 

2.  Conveyors. 

3.  Scales  and  feeders. 

4.  Bunkers  and  silos. 

5.  Stack  reclaimer. 

6.  Soot  blowers. 

7.  Combustion  controls. 

8.  Fans. 

9.  Feed  ducts. 

10.  Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment. 

11.  Pulverizers  and  crushers. 

12.  Burners. 

13.  Air  heater. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22. 
1974,  Charleston  4  and  5  had  all  other  sig¬ 
nificant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  Jtme  22,  1974. 


4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  fadltties. 
Bowater  Southern  has  indicated  that  coal 
would  be  shipped  to  it  by  Southern  and 
LAN. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  de¬ 
livery  of  coal  to  Calhoun  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
over  the  primary  route  to  Calhoun  1.  2.  3. 
4.  and  5  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 


n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
oool  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Charleston  4  and  6  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 
boilers  for  the  period  1973-76,  the  remaining 
useful  service  life  of  the  boilers  after  con¬ 
version,  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
that  would  result  from  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 
1.  Costs  assodated  with  burning  coal. — a. 
Capital  ini'estment  costs.  The  total  esti¬ 
mated  initial  capital  Investment  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Charleston  4  and  5  have 
been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  information  and  analysis  as  well  as 
information  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner. 
Approximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  increase  in  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  ac¬ 
quired  by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  in¬ 
formation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or. 
in  appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA's 
fuel  cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  at  Charleston 
4  and  5  will  result  in  a  decrease  in  annual 
fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  .in  paragraphs  A.l.a.-c„ 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion. 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual 
operating  co6t  differential  (which  represents 
the  difference  between  operating  the  boilers 
with  coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  their 
primary  energy  source),  resulting  from  the 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  foe  Notice  or  Intention  To  Issue  A 

Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  installation  (MFBI).  FEA's  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI's  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and 
conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 
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cion  version  of  Oharelston  4  and  5  will  repre¬ 
sent  an  annual  cost  increase  of  $24,659. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
■The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Charleston  4  and 
6  is  reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  Westvaco  will 
Incur  additional  capital  investment  costs. 
Including  financing  costs,  and  additional 
annual  operating  and  maintenance  costs, 
exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience 
an  annual  savings  in  its  total  fuel  costs 
for  the  expected  remaining  useful  service 
life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion. 

Increased  costs  of  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  increase  in  the 
annual  cost  of  operating  the  boilers. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Charleston  4  and  5  will 
result  in  a  substantial  annual  savings 
of  barrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be  used 
as  a  boiler  fuel. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost  of 
operating  at  Charleston  4  and  5,  PEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  such  Increased  cost,  per 
barrel  of  oil  saved,  is  not  unreasonable.  This 
to  based  on  consideration  of  the  substantial 
savings  of  oil  that  will  result  from  this  con¬ 
version.  The  determination  that  the  costs  of 
converting  are  not  unreasonable  is  further 
supported  by  consideration  of  such  costs  in 
relation  to  the  expected  remaining  useful 
life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion,  the  size 
and  resources  of  Westvaco  as  examined  in  the 
following  analysis  of  financial  capability,  the 
nature  of  the  expected  operation  of  these 
boilers  and  potential  future  increases  in  the 
fuel  cost  differential  in  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Charleston  4  and  5  would  be  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible.  PEA's  analysis  took  into 
consideration  the  financial  capability  of  the 
owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s  finan¬ 
cial  position  as  reported  in  the  Dun  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  1977). 
Where  necessary  FEA  performed  an  inde¬ 
pendent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial 
capability,  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  current  financial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  Investment  required  for 
the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration.  as  well  as  additional  capital  in¬ 
vestment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders. 
If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI’s 
owned  by  Westvaco.  FEA  related  these  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  costs  to  the  total 
capitalization  of  Westvaco  and  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  after  conversion  of  Charleston 
4  and  5. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Westvaco  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
in  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which 
are  currently  under  consideration  has  been 
determined.  FEA  also  took  Into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date. 
If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 


Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  If  any,  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and 
(c)  of  ESECA  to  Westvaco  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings,  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  currently  under  consideration,  Weet- 
vaco’s  total  annual  costs  after  conversion 
will  increase  by  $24,659. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Charleston  4  and  5  will  dis¬ 
courage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum 
products  and  encourage  the  Increased  use 
of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this 
action  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  anal¬ 
ysis  which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  MFBI’s  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
Charleston  4  and  5  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a 
means  to  assist  in  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  in  a 
manner  which  is  consistent,  to  the  fullest 
exent  practicable,  with  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the 
environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  MFBI’s  during  the 
period  until  December  31,  1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  US.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is 
currently  technically  aiyl  economically  re¬ 
coverable  ( Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1, 1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  ton-,  contain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  be6t  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avail¬ 
ability  for  the  period  ending  December  31, 
1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  pro¬ 
ducing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1980,  plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  coal  producers 
have  firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that 
far  into  the  future;  however,  the  projected 
total  planned  national  coal  production  for 
1985  already  meets  99%  of  the  total  UJS.  de¬ 
mand  expected  in  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned  pro¬ 
duction. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conser¬ 
vatively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (.million  tons) 

1977  _ _ _  732.  3 

1978  _  791.6 

1979  - 851.4 

1980  -  911. 7 

1981  _  960.0 

1982  _ _ _  994.  3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  _  1.028.7 

1985  _  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”), 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 

Production 
( million  tons) 

. 124.3 

.  243.  1 

.  293  3 

.  350.0 

.  369.9 

_  396.2 

. .  475.5 

1985  _ ....  544.9 

b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is 
as  follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 


look)  : 

Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  . 730 

1979  . 764 

1980  _ 799 

1981  . „ . . . . .  842 

1982  _  887 

1983  _ 935 

1984  _  985 

1985  _  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more  than 
the  following  (“Availability  Report”) :  0 


Demand 

Year:  ( million  tons) 

1978  . 11.0 

1979  _ 1—  22.4 

1980  . __ .  32.5 

1981  . -  35.  8 

1982  . 57.4 

1983  . 50.8 

1984  . 59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics 
available  for  use  at  these  MFBI's.  The  sur¬ 
vey  Is  based  on  data  from  81  mining  com¬ 
panies  that  supplied  useful  information  on 
96  mining  units.  Responses  from  these  com¬ 
panies  identified  planned  production  of  coal 
which  Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  companies  which  did  not 
respond  to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 
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uncommitted  planned  production  based  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  Jot 
these  MFBI’s.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report” 
has  determined  that  boilers  of  the  type  used 
at  Charleston  4  and  5  will  be  able  to  burn 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  requirements. 


Btu's/lb  _ - _ 1  10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) -  2 15 

Ash  (percent) _  5  20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *15 

Ash  softening  temp.  ( *F) -  '2.  200 

Sulphur  (percent,  approximate) ...  ’1.5 


•  Minimum. 
-  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as  follows : 


1980  and  thereafter 


Demand 
( thousand  tons ) 

. .  187 


c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
in  paragraph  AS*.,  above,  is  uncommitted 
to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  these  MFBI’s  in  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows : 

Production 


Year: 

1978  - 

1979  - 

1980  . 

1981  „ 

1982  - 

1983  . 

1984 


( thousand  tons) 

_  67. 937 

_ 127,  138 

.  168,932 

. 189,318 

.  200,259 

. 214,838 

.  253,700 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C.. 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA,  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above,  is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report") : 

Demand 

Year :  ( thousand  tons ) 


1978  _ _ _  11.  032 

1979  _  22, 434 

1980  _  32, 483 

1981  _  36, 755 

1982  . . . - .  87,  362 

1983  _  59. 815 

1984  _  59, 815 


e.  Regional  planned  prpduction.  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a„  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  these  MFBI’s  (in  a  probable  regional 
supply/demand  relationship  related  to  the 
location  of  the  MFBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts 
7.  8  and  13  as  follows  ("Avalllbtllty  Report”) : 


Production 

Year:  ( thousand  tons) 

1978  _  26. 032 

1979  _ J —  47,  383 

1980  _  53. 082 

1981  _  61,661 

1982  _  65. 354 

1983  _  70.  552 

1984  _ _  80.  964 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 


The  expected  regional  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.S.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7.  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  in  FEA’s  “AvaUibllity  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following : 

Demand 
( thousand 

Year:  tons) 


1978  _  3, 268 

1979  _ _ _ _  9.  149 

1980  16.321 

1981  .  18,005 

1982  _  23,682 

1983  .  24,095 

1984  .  24.095 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  1.41-1.8%  sulfur 
content  (which  Includes  the  1.5%  maximum 
sulfur  content  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above)  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all 
other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  esti¬ 
mated  in  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to  be 
no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
( thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur. 

Year:  1.41-1.9 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


226 
897 
1,  773 
1,  773 
1,773 
1,773 
1,  773 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.S.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.. 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  char¬ 
acteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  lairs.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7.  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Charles¬ 
ton  4  and  5  as  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a„ 
above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  in  amounts  sufficient  in 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI.  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7.  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI's 
could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Feasi¬ 
bility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  West¬ 
ern  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities 
in  the  Period  1979  and  Beyond.  School  of 
Engineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania. 
November  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI's  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port.  April  1977.  (hereafter  "Transportation 


Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Charleston  4 
and  5  would  probably  come  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from 
BOM  District  6  as  the  alternate  supply  area 
While  these  supply  regions  are  among  the 
nearest  available  sources  able  to  supply  com¬ 
plying  coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal 
could  be  transferred  by  rail  from  other  iden¬ 
tified  sources  within  the  United  States  as 
well.  The  analysis  of  transportation  avail¬ 
ability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as 
well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  to  Charleston  4  and  5 
would  originate  in  BOM  District  8  in  the 
Somerset,  Kentucky  area  on  the  Southern 
Railway  Co.  (Southern).  The  Southern 
would  move  it  via  Knoxville,  Tennessee  to 
Asheville,  North  Carolina,  Spartanburg. 
Columbia  and  Orangeburg,  South  Carolina 
for  delivery  to  Charleston  4  and  5.  The  total 
rail  distance  is  approximately  585  miles. 

The  alternate  route  for  coal  delivery  from 
the  primary  supply  area  originates  coal  in 
BOM  District  8  in  the  Corbin,  Kentucky  area 
on  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  (L&N)  Rail¬ 
road.  The  L&N  would  move  it  via  Knoxville. 
Tennessee  to  Atlanta.  Georgia  where  the 
Seaboard  Coast  Line  (SCL)  would  then  pick 
it  up  and  carry  it  via  Augusta  Robbins  and 
Yemassee,  South  Carolina  for  delivery  to 
Charleston  4  and  6.  The  total  rail  distance 
is  about  639  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  coal  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  6  in  the  Bluefleld.  West  Virginia  area 
on  the  Norfolk  and  Western  (N&W)  which 
would  move  the  coal  via  Roanoke.  Virginia 
to  Walnut  Cove,  North  Carolina.  Southern 
would  then  pick  it  up  and  move  the  coal 
via  Greensboro  and  Charlotte,  North  Caro¬ 
lina  to  Columbia,  South  Carolina  and  deliver 
the  coal  to  Charleston  4  and  5.  The  total  rail 
distance  is  about  557  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  Southern 
Railway,  originating  carrier  of  coal  for 
Charleston  4  and  5  has  about  14,000  hopper 
cars  in  service.  Using  an  average  number  of 
deliveries  of  20  per  year  per  88-ton  car,  the 
Southern  may  need  as  many  as  197  addi¬ 
tional  cars  to  handle  the  Increased  demand 
from  Charleston  4  and  6.  This  estimate  as¬ 
sumes  that  the  railroad  would  neither  have 
excess  originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars 
from  other  carriers  in  the  originating  vi¬ 
cinity. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  MFBI’s  studied  were  to  receive 
orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFB1  facilities. 
Westvaco  has  indicated  that  land  is  available 
for  coal  storage.  Railroad  companies  can  de¬ 
liver  coal  to  Charleston  4  and  5. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Charleston  4  and  5. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Charleston  4  and  5 
presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 
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